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Abstract 
This paper examined whether positive and negative emotional 
displays influenced negotiation outcomes (value creation and 
claiming) differentially for female and male negotiators. Also 
considered was how negotiation dyad gender composition might 
affect value creation and claiming. I examined recordings from 
a negotiation exercise (N = 194). Results revealed that when 
females expressed negative emotions significantly reduced value 
claiming on the part of those female negotiators. However, the 
effects of expressing positive emotions on negotiation outcomes 
did not vary by negotiator gender. The findings suggest that 
female negotiators do not need to be positive but only need not 
be negative to avoid backlash in negotiations. Results also 
indicated that MM (male-male) dyads created more value than 
FM (female-male) dyads and that both created more value than 
FF (female-female) dyads. 
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1. Introduction 
The topic of gender inequality has been increasingly gaining momentum 
and visibility. In academia, there is a growing number of scholars and articles on 
the reasons behind gender inequality and strategies against it. Outside academia, 
the advance of the #MeToo movement and of other social and political initiatives 
to promote gender equality, such as the recent Icelandic law demanding companies 
to guarantee gender pay equality, have brought the gender inequality challenge 
front and center. 
Having dedicated over 20 years to the study and practice of negotiation, it 
is no surprise that this dissertation centers on it. I also have dedicated significant 
time and effort to the question of gender and negotiation since 2006, through active 
production of or participation in articles, lectures, and conferences. My efforts have 
focused on raising awareness to the challenges and differences of gender in 
negotiation as well as on providing advice on how both men and women can go 
about better handling such differences to achieve superior negotiation outcomes. 
As such, the selection of the dissertation topic was the result of my 
significant interest in the subject of gender and negotiation. Ultimately, with the 
invaluable assistance of my dissertation committee and Profs. Sameer Hasija 
(INSEAD), Martin Schweinsberg (ESMT) and Niyazi Taneri (NUS), we worked in 
the intersection of gender, emotions, and negotiation towards this paper: “Gender, 
Emotional Displays, and Negotiation Outcomes.” The findings from our research 
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advance and add nuance to theories of gender stereotyping and negotiation. At the 
same time, the results of this research provide direct and practical guidance to both 
women and men on how to negotiate better. 
2. Statement of the research problem 
2.1. Description of the problem to be studied  
This research looked at the intersection of gender, emotions, and negotiation 
to examine gender differences in the consequences of positive and negative 
emotional displays for negotiation performance. I identified, consistent with extant 
theory, that the utterance of certain emotional words, i.e., being negative or 
positive, may affect male and female negotiators differently. More specifically, 
theories of gender stereotyping indicate that women, but not men, fall into a double 
bind and have to “choose” between economic or social outcomes, when negotiating 
(Rudman & Phelan, 2008). 
I hypothesized that women will suffer a backlash when displaying counter-
stereotypical behaviors (e.g., women displaying anger, see Brescoll & Uhlmann, 
2008) and that such displays will negatively affect their overall negotiation 
performance, more specifically their economic outcomes. Indeed, I found that the 
use of negative emotion words in general and sadness specifically were 
significantly negatively correlated with a female negotiator’s ability to claim value 
compared to a male negotiator. The extant literature has argued that both avoiding 
negative and promoting positive emotions are valid strategies against the double 
SMU LKCSB PhD in Business (General Management) PhD Dissertation 
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bind (Babcock & Laschever, 2007; Olekalns, 2014). This research found that 
negative emotion words significantly negatively influenced female negotiators’ 
value claiming performances, but positive ones did not have a significant influence 
on negotiation outcomes. This finding suggests that to avoid stereotype-based 
backlash effects, female negotiators might consider avoiding negative emotional 
words rather than making an extra effort to be positive. 
Based on the findings that gender pairing, not gender alone, has a significant 
effect on negotiation behavior (Sutter, Bosman, Kocher & van Winden, 2009), I 
also explored the effects of gender pairing on negotiation performance to add 
robustness to these research findings on gender and negotiation. Previous research 
on gender pairing in negotiations has found that female-female (FF) dyads were 
more likely to compete, retaliate, be less cooperative, feel frustration when facing 
disagreements, or experience more significant loss of trust than female-male (FM) 
dyads (Olekalns, Kulik, Simonov & Bradshaw, 2011; Scharlemann, Eckel, 
Kacelnik & Wilson, 2001; Schroth, Ben-Chekal & Caldwell, 2005; Sutter et al., 
2009). Also, dyad gender composition seems to influence female, but not male, 
negotiators’ willingness to initiate negotiations (Eriksson & Sandberg, 2012). This 
finding indicates that gender pairings and the potential triggering of gender 
stereotypes may negatively affect female negotiators more than their male 
counterparts, and thus female negotiators’ performance may suffer comparatively 
as a result. As such, I hypothesized that male-male (MM) pairings will create more 
value than female-male dyads and that those create more value than female-female 
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dyads. Indeed, the value creation difference between MM and FM or FF dyads was 
significant, but the difference between FM and FF dyads was not significant. 
2.2. Rationale and justification for the study  
The seminal work of Rackham and Carlisle (1978a/b) conducted behavioral 
analysis to differentiate between successful and average negotiators. Shortly after, 
Roger Fisher and William Ury (1981) examined hundreds of negotiations to 
identify and codify best practices. This exploratory exercise gave birth to the first 
workable frame for win-win negotiations through the four main precepts of 
principled negotiation theory, namely: 1. Separate the people from the problem; 2. 
Focus on interests, not positions; 3. Invent options for mutual gain; 4. Insist on 
objective criteria. This theory was made famous in the book Getting to Yes (Fisher 
& Ury, 1981), which remains a bestseller more than 30 years after being launched 
(Amazon Best Sellers Rank: #518 in Books, #3 in Job Hunting & Careers/Guides, 
#5 in Negotiating & #18 in Business & Money/Skills). The practical implications 
and professional impact of their work are hard to understate given that the book has 
been translated to over 30 languages and has over 10000 academic citations.  
Since then, observational technology has dramatically improved and a 
growing number of negotiation and emotions observational studies have been 
relying on this more advanced technology (e.g., Adair, & Loewenstein, 2013; 
Bayram, & Ta, 2019; Brett et al. 2007; Donohue, Liang, & Druckman, 2014; Hine 
et al. 2009; Huffaker, Swaab, & Diermeier, 2011; Ireland, & Henderson,  2014; 
Olekalns, & Smith, 2009; Sagi, & Diermeier, 2017; Swaab, Maddux, & Sinaceur, 
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2011; Taylor, & Thomas, 2008; Wilson et al., 2016). Considering that negotiators 
who can perceive and respond to human emotions are likely to perform better 
(Busso et al. 2004; Elfenbein et al., 2007), I sought to understand better such 
emotional dynamics in negotiations. However, looking at emotions and negotiation 
alone is not enough. After all, female and male negotiators expressing the same 
emotions may have different outcomes (Olekalns, 2014) and women are 
stereotypically expected to express more emotions than men (Plant, Hyde, Keltner 
and Devine, 2000). As such, I believe that it is important to look deeper at the 
effects of emotional displays on negotiation outcomes considering gender. 
To approach these research questions, I chose to pursue an observational 
study with the aid of modern technology (sentiment analysis software – 
LIWC2015) to capture how gender may moderate the relations between emotional 
displays and outcomes in dyadic negotiations. Alpers et al., (2005) found that, when 
operationalizing positive emotions, LIWC results corresponded with that of human 
coders. Besides, LIWC has become standard practice in analyzing negotiation 
transcripts, particularly large numbers of them (e.g., Brett et al. 2007, Hine et al. 
2009, Wilson et al., 2016) as is the case in this research (N = 194). 
2.3. The significance of the study  
This study contributes to the negotiation field, as well as scholarship on 
gender stereotyping, by better refining our understanding of the effects that 
emotional displays have on negotiation outcomes of men and women. 
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Olekalns and Druckman (2014, p. 23) invited research on: “… Which 
emotional expressions – and the corresponding link to negotiating behavior – are 
more or less influenced by such contextual variables as culture and gender?” 
Olekalns (2014) also invites further research on gender and the impact of emotional 
expressions in negotiation performance. For example, the existing literature states 
that displays of anger in negotiations can increase the size of concessions (van Kleef 
& Sinaceur, 2013). However, other findings suggest that women should not display 
anger in negotiations (Olekalns, 2014) as it can lead to perceptions of lower status 
and competence (Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008; Schaubroeck & Shao, 2012), which 
ultimately negate the expected increased concessions and generate social costs 
(Olekalns, 2014). As a result, women are more likely than men to suppress anger 
displays (Fischer & Evers, 2011). The potential practical implications seem to be 
for women to avoid anger displays and instead to be consistently positive by 
displaying niceness (Babcock & Laschever, 2007). Our research attempts to 
advance this debate over which emotional expression, be it positive or negative, 
significantly affects the negotiation outcomes of female or male negotiators. 
2.4. Statement of the purpose of the study  
This quantitative research used sentiment analysis technology (LIWC2015) 
to examine the transcripts and then used moderated multiple regression analyses to 
examine whether the emotions captured through the sentiment analysis interacted 
with the gender of the negotiator to predict the negotiation outcomes. A dyadic role-
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play negotiated by 194 MBA participants during the early stages of a negotiation 
course generated the transcripts and outcome data used in this research. 
The primary purpose of this quantitative observational study was to help 
clarify an ongoing debate within the gender and negotiation academic literature. 
Researchers have found that female negotiators suffer a backlash that negatively 
affects their performance when they behave counter-normatively and violate 
stereotypical gender expectations, such as choosing competitive strategies or 
displaying negative emotions (Bowles, 2013; Bowles & Babcock, 2009; Bowles et 
al., 2007; Hilty & Carnevale, 1993; Olekalns, 2014). The recommended, which are 
still debated, strategies for female negotiators to avoid such negative backlash 
effects are for them to display positive emotions further and avoid displaying 
negative ones. While such emotional display strategies are not mutually exclusive, 
female negotiators seem to have to carry the extra negotiation burden, when 
compared to male negotiators, of adopting both strategies to avoid the backlash and 
be successful in negotiations. Besides, the gender and negotiation literature has not 
yet validated or settled on whether these two emotional display strategies are both 
needed at the same time or if any of the two strategies is more effective than the 
other in avoiding the backlash effects. 
I hypothesized that both emotional display strategies are not equally 
effective and that it is not necessary to have them applied in tandem during a 
negotiation. More specifically, it is not the display of positive emotions, but rather 
the strategy to avoid negative emotional displays that can help female negotiators 
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best minimize backlash effects and improve their value claiming in negotiations. I 
hope that such findings can help better inform female negotiators regarding their 
choices and implementation of emotional display strategies. With the knowledge 
of the effectiveness of the strategies, female negotiators will be better able to focus 
their emotional display efforts towards reducing negative displays and worry less 
about their positive ones. 
After deciding on the primary purpose, I chose a secondary purpose for this 
quantitative experimental study. I also decided to analyze the same data described 
above to examine if the negotiation dyad gender composition, be it male-male, 
female-male or female-female, influenced the value creation, measured as the total 
value of the negotiation outcome. The hypothesis is that the negotiation dyad 
gender composition affects the negotiators value creation performance with it being 
higher for male-male dyads, less so for female-male dyads and lowest for female-
female dyads. These two different purposes triggered a series of additional research 
questions and analyses, such as the influence of dyad gender composition and 
emotions on negotiation outcomes. I explore these additional research questions 
after the Hypotheses section as well as in the Results and Discussion sections of 
this paper. 
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3. Background of the study 
3.1. Review of literature 
This literature review covers several streams of research, namely 
negotiation and emotion, gender and negotiation, the intersection between 
negotiation, gender, and emotion, as well as negotiation and dyad gender 
composition, and negotiation and sentiment analysis. I first review the negotiation 
and emotion literature to understand the role emotions play in negotiations. Then I 
cover the literature on gender and negotiation to appreciate our moderator: gender. 
A smaller section on gender, emotion, and negotiation summarizes the research on 
the intersection of these two streams to understand the literature around our 
interaction effect. Our dependent variables, value creation and value claiming 
appear throughout the literature review as these two are among the most commonly 
studied dependent variables in the negotiation research literature (e.g., Der Foo, 
Anger Elfenbein, Hoon Tan & Chuan Aik, 2004; Kray, Reb, Galinsky & 
Thompson, 2004; Maddux, Mullen & Galinsky, 2008; Sebenius, 1992; Sinaceur, 
Adam, Van Kleef & Galinsky, 2013). I also cover the negotiation and gender 
pairing literature to understand how dyad composition affects negotiation 
outcomes. Finally, I review the academic literature on sentiment analysis and its 
use in negotiation research. 
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3.1.1. Negotiation and emotion 
Research on emotions in negotiations has become a consistent stream within 
the emotions and the negotiation academic literature in part because practitioners 
often require negotiation advice on how to handle their emotions and those of their 
counterparts during negotiation training. While emotions were commonly seen as 
impediments to a good negotiation, research has shown that emotions and their 
expression also can help a negotiation process move towards an agreement 
(Olekalns & Druckman, 2014). The intersection of emotions and negotiations is 
critical, as illustrated by former FBI negotiator Chris Voss: “High-stakes 
negotiation is emotional intelligence on steroids.” (Der Foo et al., 2004; Fulton, 
2016) 
While there are many definitions of negotiation, most of them revolve 
around it being a social process that relies on competition, collaboration or both to 
produce an agreement (Malhotra, 2016; Neale & Lys, 2015; Sierra, 1997; 
Thompson, 2013). Falcao (2010) avoids the reference to particular methods 
(collaborative or competitive) or even to the purpose towards an agreement to 
define negotiation as a social process where at least one party is attempting to get 
another party to fulfill his or her interests, with or without an agreement (Falcao, 
2010). 
Similarly, the academic literature has several definitions to what most 
people informally refer to as emotions (Scherer, 2009; Van Kleef & Sinaceur, 
2013): affect, mood and emotion itself. Affectivity refers to stable individual traits 
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(Watson et al., 1988) whereas affect refers to a generalized subjective feeling. 
Moods are usually milder, enduring and not directed or in response to anything 
specifically. Emotions are specific and tend to be a more fleeting, focused and 
volatile reaction to someone or something with a relevant bearing on the 
individual’s needs (Ekman & Davidson, 1994; Frijda, 1986; Lazarus, 1991; Russell 
& Barrett, 1999; Scherer, 2009). Emotions also involve subjective appraisals, 
motivational experiences, physiological reactions, expressions, and potentially 
strong action tendencies, such as action readiness and control precedence (Ekman 
& Davidson, 1994; Frijda, 2007; Scherer 2005a,b). In this research, I will follow 
convention and use the words affect or affective states as a superordinate construct 
that embraces both emotions and moods (cf. Barry & Oliver, 1996; Van Kleef, De 
Dreu, & Manstead, 2004). 
In negotiations, emotions have intrapersonal effects, such that they affect 
cognitions, strategies, perceptions, and behaviors within the individual, and they 
have interpersonal effects, such that they influence the cognitions, strategies, 
perceptions, and behaviors of the other individual in the social context, i.e., between 
individuals (Morris & Keltner, 2000; Overbeck, Neale & Govan, 2010; Van Kleef 
et al., 2004a). Emotional expressions also can be spontaneous or premeditated, in 
which case they can be either, sincere or strategic, toned up or down to create the 
desired impact on the counterpart (Côté & Hideg, 2011; Diefendorff & Greguras, 
2008; Kopelman et al., 2006; Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006; Van Kleef et al., 2011). 
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3.1.1.1. Intrapersonal effects of affective states in 
negotiations 
The 1980s featured “the affective revolution in organizational behavior” 
(Barsade et al., 2003 p. 3; see also Ashkanasy & Humphrey, 2011). Negotiation 
research followed quite closely with a first published study on the intrapersonal 
effects of affective states in negotiation that found that negotiators were more 
cooperative and better problem solvers when in a positive than in a neutral mood 
(Carnevale & Isen, 1986). Subsequent research supported these findings using 
different manipulations (Baron, 1990; Baron et al., 1990; Forgas, 1998; Kramer et 
al., 1993) and measures (Anderson & Thompson, 2004). Another robust finding 
involving negotiation and affect is the negative correlation between negative affect 
(sadness or anger), and performance, especially under competition (Kassinove et 
al., 2002; Knapp & Clark, 1991) and that negotiators are more competitive when 
experiencing negative affect (Allred, Mallozzi, Matsui, & Raia, 1997; Pillutla & 
Murnighan, 1996). 
While the affective states studied in the above researches had an 
intrapersonal effect in the negotiation, they were mostly personal affective states 
that spilled over onto the negotiation process. Eventually, research began to explore 
how one party’s affective states directed at the counterparty influenced the 
negotiation dynamics among them. One of the first of such studies found that 
experiencing unfairness in a negotiation increased anger towards the counterparty, 
which then led to the rejection of the counterparty’s offer (Pillutla & Murnighan, 
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1996) consistent with the findings that anger signaled a violation of autonomous 
individual rights (Rozin, Lowery, Imada, & Haidt, 1999). Conversely, displays of 
sadness conveyed sympathy, need, weakness and concern (Horberg, Oveis & 
Keltner, 2011) and increased concession making when the negotiation was morally 
significant for the negotiator (Dehghani., Carnevale, & Gratch, 2014). Consistent 
with the affect-as-information model (Schwarz & Clore, 1983), the anger effect 
reduced when the recipient dissociated the source of the anger display from her 
appraisal of unfairness (Srivastava et al., 2009). The offer rejection effect also 
reduced when recipients communicated their negative feelings and became less 
inclined to engage in costly punishment (Xiao & Houser, 2005). Different from 
those with positive affect (e.g., happiness) towards their counterparties, low-
compassion negotiators who experienced high levels of anger had less concern for 
their counterpart’s interests, achieved lower joint gains, and had less desire to work 
with the other in the future (Allred et al., 1997). 
As people track their good and bad behaviors in social environments (Monin 
& Miller, 2001) and aim to adopt successful behavioral strategies in repeated long-
term social games (Frank, 1988) like many negotiations, guilt over being 
uncooperative induced higher levels of cooperation in subsequent interactions 
(Ketelaar & Au, 2003). Also, negotiators who felt more stress performed worse 
(O’Connor et al., 2010) as did those who felt more anxious, as they went on to make 
lower first offers, make counter offers or choose to walk away earlier, and secured 
worse outcomes (Brooks & Schweitzer, 2011). While self-efficacy moderates the 
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effects of anxiety on the negotiator, the effects of stress are still higher if negotiators 
perceive the negotiation as a threat, but lower if they perceive it as a challenge.  
One significant conclusion of how affective states influences negotiation 
behaviors is that negotiators who display positive affect are generally more 
cooperative than those displaying negative affect. This finding is consistent with 
the predictions of the affect-as-information (Schwarz & Clore, 1983), affect 
priming (Bower, 1981; Bower & Forgas, 2001; Isen et al., 1978), and affect 
infusion models (Forgas, 1995). The affect as information theory states that people 
may judge a social situation based on their affective state and if they misread their 
affective state, they may misattribute it to an unrelated person or situation. As a 
result, their affective state influences their social behavior. The affect priming 
theory argues that affect influences social behavior by selectively priming or 
making specific constructs more accessible and easily retrieved from memory by 
linking them to affective states. Information processing may then be biased as 
specific constructs are preferred only due to one’s affective state. The Affect 
Infusion Model (AIM) attempts to explain how affect influences a person’s ability 
to process information and how it varies along a continuum over four strategies: (a) 
direct access, (b) motivated, (c) heuristic, and (d) substantive processing where 
affect influences judgments requiring heuristic or substantive processing more than 
it influences direct access or motivated judgments. 
Contrary to the above models, negative affective states such as guilt and 
anxiety can enhance cooperation under some circumstances. Appraisal models of 
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emotion (e.g., Frijda, 1986; Roseman, 1984; Scherer et al., 2001; Smith et al., 1993) 
may explain said nuances as it supports that emotions come from a unique 
combination of contextual evaluations (e.g., “will the other collaborate or not?”) 
and trigger particular action tendencies (e.g., anger triggers aggression, while guilt 
attempts to remedy harm on others). 
3.1.1.2. Interpersonal effects of affective states in 
negotiations 
In addition to the above studies on affective states within individuals 
(intrapersonal), research also has been evolving on the study of affective states 
between individuals (interpersonal). Social-functional models argue that affective 
states influence all negotiators, be it as an experience or as an observation (Fischer 
& Manstead, 2008; Frijda & Mesquita, 1994; Hareli & Rafaeli, 2008; Keltner & 
Haidt, 1999; Oatley & Jenkins, 1992; Parkinson, 1996; Van Kleef, 2009). After all, 
individuals express affective states in multiple ways: as an overflow of unaware 
emotions (Ekman & O’Sullivan, 1991; Manstead et al., 1984; Scherer et al., 1985), 
as an intentional sharing (Rimé et al., 1991) or as a premeditated act to influence 
others (Clark et al., 1996; Fitness, 2000; Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006; Van Kleef et 
al., 2011). The Emotions as Social Information (EASI) model (Van Kleef, 2009; 
2010; Van Kleef et al., 2010; 2011) acknowledges and theoretically unifies the two 
distinct interpersonal effects of emotional expressions: affective reactions and 
inferential processes, further discussed below. 
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Affective reactions take place when emotional displays by one individual 
influence the behavior of another either through emotional-contagion processes or 
impressions and interpersonal liking (Van Kleef, 2009). Emotional contagion 
indicates the tendency to catch other people’s emotions (Barsade, 2002; Hatfield et 
al., 1994). Emotional contagion can happen when a negotiator feels an emotion via 
afferent feedback (i.e., physiological feedback from facial, vocal, and postural 
movements; e.g., Hawk et al., 2012; Hess & Blairy, 2001; Neumann & Strack, 
2000), from mimicking the counterparties’ nonverbal displays of said emotion (e.g., 
body language) or through perspective taking (Hawk et al., 2011), or social 
appraisal processes (Parkinson & Simons, 2009). Other forms of affective reaction 
are favorable or unfavorable impressions (Knutson, 1996; Van Kleef, 2009) 
inspired by similarly positive or negative emotions (Clark & Taraban, 1991), which 
lead individuals to help others or not based on whether they like them or not (Clark 
et al., 1996).  
Affective reactions can reduce cooperation and value as they can, for 
example, influence negotiators interacting with an angry opponent to increase their 
anger (Friedman et al., 2004; Van Dijk et al., 2008), their negative impressions 
(Van Kleef et al., 2004a) or their intentions to walk away (Friedman et al., 2004). 
Conversely, such anger displays can reduce satisfaction, the likelihood of a deal 
and the intention for repeated interactions (Kopelman et al., 2006; Van Kleef et al., 
2004b). Besides affective reactions, the EASI model recognizes inferential 
processes as another distinct interpersonal effect of emotional expressions. 
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Inferential processes take place when individuals interpret another’s 
emotional expressions to gather information (Keltner & Haidt, 1999), which, in 
turn, may influence their behavior (Van Kleef, 2009). Individuals seek to catch 
others’ emotions on a moment-to-moment basis through all possible channels, be it 
facial expressions or others, to gather additional information via the various types 
of affect infusion discussed above. Because emotions are extremely information 
rich (Van Kleef, 2010), they trigger inferential processes in observers (Van Kleef, 
2009), who observe the counterparties’ emotional expressions to learn about their 
feelings (Ekman, 1993), social intentions (Fridlund, 1994), orientations toward 
others (Hess et al., 2000; Knutson, 1996) and appraisals of the situation (Manstead 
& Fischer, 2001; Van Doorn et al., 2012). A negotiator will seek and value the 
information learned through emotional inferences when other external sources of 
information are ambiguous or unavailable (Thompson et al., 1995). The learning 
quality depends on the interpreter’s motivation, personality factors, situational 
influences (De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996; Van Kleef 
et al., 2010), social-contextual factors (Adam et al., 2010; Van Kleef, 2010) and the 
negotiator’s ability to capture and process appropriately the information 
emotionally conveyed (Van Kleef & Sinaceur, 2013).  
EASI theory argues that inferential processes improve when the negotiator 
is motivated, capable of accurate information processing, or able to identify the 
emotion as culturally or socially appropriate. Conversely, affective reactions – 
rather than inferential processes – increase as the negotiators’ information 
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processing skills reduce or as they perceive the emotion as culturally or socially 
inappropriate (Van Kleef, 2009; Van Kleef et al., 2011). 
In several experiments, negotiators conceded more to angry than to neutral 
or happy counterparts, as their emotional displays promoted the inference they had 
reached their limit (Van Kleef et al., 2004a), and projected toughness (Sinaceur & 
Tiedens, 2006), or threat potential (Averill, 1982; Sinaceur & Neale, 2005; Sinaceur 
et al., 2011). The pattern of greater concessions triggered by anger than by 
happiness also occurred in agent-human negotiations (de Melo, Carnevale, & 
Gratch, 2011). However, the value-claiming benefits disappeared if the negotiators 
perceived the anger display as culturally inappropriate (Adam et al., 2010; 
Kopelman & Rosette, 2008), socially inappropriate (Van Kleef & Côté, 2007) or 
directed at the negotiator as a person instead of at the offer (Steinel et al., 2008; see 
also Fisher & Ury, 1981).  
Anger, similar to happiness, had a stronger effect on low-power negotiators 
than high-power ones, who were mostly unaffected by the emotional displays 
(Friedman et al., 2004; Overbeck et al., 2010; Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006; Van Dijk 
et al., 2008; Van Kleef et al., 2006b). However, more so than happiness, anger 
displays seems a particularly congruent and effective value-claiming move for 
high-power negotiators (Overbeck et al., 2010; Tiedens, 2001; Tiedens, Ellsworth, 
& Mesquita, 2000), while happiness displays, such as a smile, signal submission 
and low power (Becker, Kenrick, Neuberg, Blackwell, & Smith, 2007; Henley, 
1977; Kay & Jost, 2003). Anger displays, more than happiness, seem to help 
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achieve higher value-claiming results and reinforce the angry negotiator’s feelings 
of power, which may exacerbate the perceptions and effects of his or her power in 
the negotiation (Overbeck et al., 2010). 
Happiness has been defined as the frequent experience of positive emotion 
over time (Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005). Happy participants reported being 
less jealous of others (Pfeiffer & Wong, 1989), more cooperative and less 
competitive (Barsade, 2002; Forgas, 1998). They also were less prone to 
experiencing conflict, while better handling it (Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 
2005), by adopting more altruistic and collaborative strategies over avoidance or 
competitive ones (Baron, 1990; Baron, Fortin, Frei, Hauver, & Shack, 1990; Baron 
et al., 1992). Individuals high on happiness or positive moods were more inclined 
to helping others (Feingold, 1983), acting prosocial or collaboratively (Rigby & 
Slee, 1993), performing altruistic, conscientious or courteous behaviors (Lucas, 
2001; Williams & Shiaw, 1999), being curious and exploratory (Kashdan, Rose, & 
Fincham, 2004; Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005), and engaging in more 
creative thinking (Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005; Overbeck et al., 2010). 
Happy moods appear to have positive correlations with higher goals set (Baron, 
1990; Hom & Arbuckle, 1988), higher expectations of success (Brown, 1984; 
Wright & Mischel, 1982), higher levels of energy (Lehr, 1982), reports of higher 
self-efficacy (Baron, 1990; Samson & Rachman, 1989; Schuettler & Kiviniemi, 
2006) and even higher future income (Graham et al., 2004; Marks & Fleming, 
1999). 
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In negotiations, as seen above, negotiators presumed a lower reservation 
price, conceded less and made higher demands to happy counterparties than to 
angry ones. One explanation for these lower economic outcomes for happy 
negotiators is tracking, where the counterparty uses the information provided by 
the emotional display to infer the other’s limit or level of satisfaction, and adjust 
their offers or demands accordingly (Overbeck et al., 2010; Van Kleef, De Dreu, 
Pietroni, & Manstead, 2006; Wall, 1991). Another explanation may be that happy 
negotiators rely more on simple heuristics, which risks leading to quick but 
inefﬁcient outcomes (Lyubomirsky et al., 2005). Alternatively, these results may 
partly stem from how happy individuals may stop demanding further concessions 
as they reach good enough outcomes (Carnevale, 2008), rather than keep 
demanding the best possible outcome regardless of cost, time or effort (Schwartz 
et al., 2002).  
Research on happiness also has found that it can correlate positively with 
better negotiation outcomes. Anticipated happiness, or the happiness that 
individuals expect to feel whether certain future events occur or not, was positively 
related to a negotiator’s propensity to initiate a negotiation and to better outcomes, 
mediated by actual target value. (Kong, Tuncel, & McLean Parks, 2011). 
Negotiators who displayed positive, rather than negative, emotions were able to 
maximize both material and relational outcomes, when their counterparty perceived 
the emotion as a signal of satisfaction with the negotiator’s own ‘exit option’ or 
alternative instead of with the counterparty’s proposal (Pietroni, Van Kleef, 
Rubaltelli, & Rumiati, 2009). On the relationship side, negotiators reported more 
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happiness and more positive impressions of a happy counterparty, than of angry or 
neutral ones (Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004). Negotiators who expressed 
happiness on high priority and anger on low-priority issues reduced fixed-pie bias 
and increased cooperation over consistent displays of happiness or anger on both 
issues, while those who showed anger on high priority and happiness on low-
priority issues had the reverse effect. (Pietroni, Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Pagliaro, 
2008).Emotions also can communicate how much value a negotiator attaches to an 
issue, thus allowing perceptive negotiators to exploit the value differences towards 
mutually beneficial solutions (Pietroni et al., 2008). Emotions also may have an 
impact on risk evaluations (Slovic, Finucane, Peters & MacGregor, 2004) and bias 
a negotiator’s decision. Still, most studies on the interpersonal effects of affective 
states in negotiation have focused on studying anger or happiness, mostly in steady-
state, with only a few more recent studies looking at the effects of other emotions 
(Dehghani., Carnevale, & Gratch, 2014; Horberg, Oveis & Keltner, 2011; Olekalns 
& Druckman, 2014; Sinaceur, Kopelman, Vasiljevic & Haag, 2015; Van Kleef & 
Sinaceur, 2013) or of emotional transitions (Filipowicz, Barsade & Melwani, 2011; 
Sinaceur et al., 2013). Below we elaborate further on the research on affect in 
negotiations beyond anger or happiness and on emotional transitions. 
One affect that has been investigated less than anger or happiness in the 
context of negotiations is sadness, though interest in its study has increased in 
recent years (Dehghani., Carnevale, & Gratch, 2014; Horberg, Oveis & Keltner, 
2011; Sinaceur et al., 2015). Sadness displays can be an effective value-claiming 
strategy for negotiators, perceived as low-power and in a long-term collaborative 
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relationship, if, and only if, their sadness displays do not raise the inference of 
inappropriate blame and make their counterparts experience greater other-concern 
for them (Sinaceur, Kopelman, Vasiljevic & Haag, 2015). Indeed sadness displays 
can appeal to the counterpart as they elicit compassion and empathy (Eisenberg et 
al., 1989; Horstmann, 2003; Small & Verrochi, 2009). Displays of both sadness and 
anger communicate dissatisfaction and as such are negatively valenced. As a lower 
intensity or activation emotion than anger, sadness refers to a physiological state 
with a lower sense of mobilization or energy (Russell & Barrett, 1999). As a result, 
sadness displays seemed to trigger a lower negative reaction or inference of 
inappropriate blame than the higher intensity from anger, and thus sadness 
expression ended up having a more substantial positive effect on the behavior of 
the counterpart (Sinaceur et al., 2015). 
Another example of studies on affects beyond happiness and anger found 
that negotiators felt more successful if their counterpart was disappointed with the 
outcome (Thompson, Neale & Sinaceur, 2004), as disappointment signals under-
claiming and that the other did a better job at it. However, if the display of 
disappointment evokes guilt in the counterpart, it can increase the value of offers 
received (Lelieveld et al., 2013). On the other hand, while guilt or regret create a 
positive impression, they do not help to claim more value, as they already signal 
over-claiming (Van Kleef et al., 2006a). 
Emotional transitions led to different outcomes than their corresponding 
steady-state emotions (Filipowicz, Barsade & Melwani, 2011) and emotional 
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inconsistency and unpredictability increased counterpart's concessions as they felt 
less control over the situation (Sinaceur et al., 2013). Similarly, statements made 
later in a negotiation process seemed more critical to resolution than earlier ones as 
they more significantly influenced the negotiation outcome (Bartos 1964; Donohue 
et al. 1991). For example, explicit threats commanded more concessions when done 
later in the process (Sinaceur & Neale, 2005). 
In sum, emotions and negotiation research have evolved significantly in the 
past few decades with less of a focus on affect as stable individual traits, or as its 
milder, less reactive and enduring facet referred to as mood. Instead, the emotion 
and negotiation research has been concentrating on the more volatile and reactive 
nature of emotions, probably due to its seemingly higher relevance to the interactive 
and social nature of negotiation. This body of research has been building a 
sophisticated body of work that suggests that, under different circumstances, 
intrapersonal emotions and their interpersonal displays can be obstacles or enablers 
to a good negotiation or even a competitive advantage to those negotiators who 
manage them wisely.  
Negotiators better aware of the effect of interpersonal emotional displays in 
negotiations can recognize and leverage several cognitive and emotional 
mechanisms, such as inferential processes or affective reactions, to influence better 
their negotiation performance. Particularly relevant to this research is that the 
perceptions of inappropriate emotional displays can distort said influence as further 
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explored in subsequent sections related to gender and negotiation within this 
literature review. 
Also relevant to this dissertation, as it looks into the verbal displays of 
emotions, are the findings that demonstrate how positive (e.g., happiness) and 
negative (e.g., sadness, anger, and anxiety) emotional displays influence 
negotiation performance. More specifically, positive emotional displays have been 
linked often to higher collaboration, potential value creation or odds of closing a 
deal, but not necessarily to superior value claiming. Conversely, negative emotional 
displays may help value creation or close a deal only under particular conditions; 
but they more often seem to increase the negotiator’s value claiming performance. 
3.1.2. Gender and negotiation 
Negotiation is a process for human interactions, where individuals try to get 
others to act in ways they want (Falcao, 2010). More specifically related to gender, 
negotiations can be a micro-mechanism that perpetuates or widens gender 
inequality, such as gender gaps in pay and authority, and which can cumulatively 
contribute to this larger social problem (Bowles, 2013). 
Starting some 40 years ago, most gender and negotiation research revolved 
around personality theories (Maoz, 2009; Rubin & Brown, 1975). That effort 
produced unclear findings of how gender (personality traits) led men to negotiate 
more competitively and women more collaboratively as compared to the opposite 
gender (Bowles, 2013; Walters, Stuhlmacher, & Meyer, 1998).  
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Shortly after finding that personality theories failed to explain how gender 
influenced negotiation behavior, researchers refocused towards explaining when, 
why, and how gender stereotypes, not gender-based traits, affected negotiation 
performance (Deaux & Major, 1987; Eagly, 1987; Stuhlmacher & Walters, 1999; 
Walters, Stuhlmacher, & Meyer, 1998). Since then, as discussed below, the gender 
and negotiation research evolved into arguing that gender effects in negotiation are 
mostly attributable to stereotypes—as perceived by others, internalized by the self, 
or the interaction between the two (Kray & Thompson, 2004; Kray, Galinsky, & 
Thompson, 2002; Kray, Reb, Galinsky, & Thompson, 2004; Kray, Thompson, & 
Galinsky, 2001; Olekalns, Kulik & Chew, 2014). 
3.1.2.1. Gender, negotiation, and stereotypes 
Extensive research has supported the idea that gender stereotypes have far-
reaching implications. They influence how negotiators see themselves or their 
counterparties, infer how others see them or what others expect of them. Moreover, 
negotiation and gender stereotypes seem reasonably aligned with broader gender 
stereotypes. Men are stereotypically expected to be agentic, individualistic, self-
interested, competitive and ambitious (Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Karau 2002; Eckel, 
de Oliveira, & Grossman, 2008; Gelfand et al. 2006; Kray & Thompson, 2004; 
Rudman & Phelan 2008). Meanwhile, similar normative expectations are for 
women to be communal (Eagly, 1987), and behave more as other-concerned, 
cooperative (Eckel, de Oliveira, & Grossman, 2008; Kray & Thompson, 2004), 
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warmer, agreeable, more trustworthy and compromising negotiators (Eagly & 
Karau, 2002; Gelfand et al., 2006; Maoz, 2009; Rudman & Phelan, 2008).  
In negotiation, these gender stereotypes translate into expectations that 
female negotiators will use accommodating, softer and more relationship-oriented 
strategies or behaviors, while male negotiators will stereotypically opt for harder 
and more competitive negotiation strategies or behaviors towards maximizing their 
economic outcomes (Kulik & Olekalns, 2012; Pruitt, 1981). For example, when 
negotiators from either gender portray counter-stereotypical gender negotiation 
strategies or moves, their counterparties perceive these as violations of their gender 
expectations or stereotypical gender normative behaviors. Indeed, as we will 
elaborate in this literature review, counter-normative or counter-stereotypical 
gender negotiation strategies or behaviors usually suffer some form of backlash. 
Studies found that female negotiators invited harsher judgment if they adopted a 
competitive approach in a collaborative context (Hilty & Carnevale, 1993), while 
male negotiators who choose to accommodate in a competitive negotiation invited 
higher exploitation as they signaled vulnerability (Elangovan & Shapiro, 1998).  
These stereotypical gender negotiation strategies do have some backing on 
reality and even on research. Research indicates that men tend to be less ethical 
because they prioritize pragmatic and outcome-maximization decisions over ethics 
(Schminke et al. 1997). As a result, male negotiators are more inclined than female 
negotiators to set lower ethical standards or use unethical negotiation strategies 
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(Cohen, 2009; Kray & Haselhuhn, 2012; Ma & McLean Parks, 2012; Schweitzer 
& Gibson, 2008) to maximize their outcome. 
However, research has also revealed several findings that contradict or 
show a more nuanced view of gender stereotypes in negotiations. Despite the 
abovementioned tendency for male negotiators to use more unethical strategies than 
female negotiators, the latter seems more inclined to pursue the particular unethical 
strategy of opportunistic deception (Kray et al., 2012; Olekalns, Kulik & Chew, 
2014). One explanation for these seemingly contradictory findings about female 
negotiators could be that women seem to factor context variations in their decision-
making more than men do (Croson & Gneezy, 2009). Women are more likely than 
men to rely on a larger number of decision principles, contextual criteria and 
conditional fairness principles (Croson & Gneezy, 2009; Miller & Ubeda, 2012) to 
assess the relative risks and rewards of their unethical choices before pursuing their 
self-interest (Olekalns & Smith, 2007, 2009). For example, Baumeister (2010) 
argued the case of women’s heightened use of conditional fairness over men with 
the extreme example where a mother is less likely than a father to report their child 
to the police, while both would be equally comfortable reporting a stranger who 
had committed the same crime. 
Consistent with the view that men seem to factor context less into their 
decision-making, Olekalns, Kulik and Chew (2014) found that male negotiators did 
not seem to vary their adoption of sins of commission based on strategy or trust, 
but they did use fewer sins of omission when adopting a counter-normative 
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accommodating strategy under low trust. They also found that female negotiators 
continued to seem to factor context variations more than male negotiators in their 
decision-making. Under a high trust scenario, female negotiators embraced their 
gender-normative accommodation negotiation strategy and opportunistically 
leveraged the higher trust to deceive more through sins of commission (deceit by 
misrepresenting information). However, under a low trust scenario, female 
negotiators took higher risks going against their gender-normative accommodation 
in favor of a competitive negotiation strategy, but then mostly deceived through the 
lower-risk sins of omission (deceit by withholding information) (Olekalns, Kulik 
& Chew, 2014). 
As seen above, such gender stereotypes seem to be pervasive and influential 
over how negotiators see themselves and each other, and thus over how they 
behave, but stereotypes have an even more far-reaching effect. Pruitt, Carnevale, 
Forcey, and Van Slyck (1986) found that these gender stereotypes also influence 
the negotiators’ inferences of how others see them or what others expect of them, 
which also seem to influence their choices of strategy and behaviors. Pruitt et al. 
(1986) found that negotiators of both genders were more likely to opt for 
distributive or competitive moves and inequitable outcomes when being observed 
by male constituents, but then chose more cooperative moves and equitable 
outcomes when being observed by female constituents. In sum, the negotiators 
chose behaviors aligned with their stereotypical gender assumptions of what the 
observer wanted to see or expected of them. 
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This far-reaching influence of gender stereotypes in negotiation also may 
trigger several behaviors such as “self-fulfilling prophesies” (Rosenthal & Rubin, 
1978). When aware of stereotypes against ones group’s abilities used in important 
tasks under evaluation, individuals are likely to experience performance-inhibiting 
anxiety, i.e., stereotype threat (Betz & Sekaquaptewa, 2012; Steele, 1997). In 
negotiation, where men are stereotypically perceived to be better negotiators than 
women, gender differences were found to be significant by several studies when 
the negotiators believed that the negotiation was an evaluative exercise, but less so 
when they perceived it as just a learning exercise (Kray et al., 2001; Kray et al., 
2002; Tellhed & Bjorklund, 2011). Similarly, in an experiment by Kray, 
Thompson, and Galinsky (2001), female MBA negotiators believing that they were 
under evaluation seemed to have suffered such performance-inhibiting anxiety in 
the form of a stereotype threat. Arguably due to the stereotype that women are 
worse negotiators than men are (Kray et al., 2001), their anxiety translated into 
lower expected and achieved value deals than those by their male counterparts. 
Subsequent research by Kray and colleagues (2002) partially confirmed the 
findings on stereotype threat, as the researchers found that when either gender had 
their stereotypic negotiation traits associated with poor negotiation performance, 
they tended to succumb to stereotype threats and to underperform. However, this 
time around, the authors also had one study where female MBA students had higher 
expectations and secured superior deals than their male counterparts. In this study, 
the presentation of stereotypically feminine attributes (i.e., empathy, good listening, 
and verbal expressiveness) as high-performance negotiation traits before the 
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negotiation role-play seemed to have preempted the stereotype threat anxiety-
producing effects and simultaneously it may have generated confidence-building 
effects for female negotiators to perform better. This reversal of the stereotype 
threat phenomenon and its effects was called stereotype regeneration. However, 
when the authors presented stereotypically feminine characteristics as gender-
neutral traits, the participants reverted to a stereotype status quo, where male 
negotiators were again the ones with higher expectations and superior value deals. 
Stereotype threat or regeneration only tell part of the story as aware 
negotiators will not accept to be passive victims of gender stereotypes. Instead, 
negotiators may engage in psychological reactance and challenge their gender 
stereotypes. Psychological reactance happens when individuals behave contrary to 
negatively constraining expectations that others hold of their behaviors or abilities 
(Brehm, 1966) as if doing their best to free themselves from these outwardly 
imposed constraints or prove these negative expectations wrong (W. von Hippel et 
al., 2005). Kray and colleagues (2001) found an example of psychological 
reactance when they described female negotiators as inferior to male negotiators 
before the negotiation exercise. Contrary to gender stereotypic expectations, their 
female participants performed better than their male counterparts in both 
negotiation aspirations and outcomes. In another study about impression 
motivation, telling the negotiators that their counterpart’s impression of them 
mattered resulted in them acting contrary to their gender stereotypes. As a result, 
female negotiators increased their competitiveness, and male negotiators increased 
their collaborativeness (Curhan & Overbeck, 2008). Unfortunately, the stereotype-
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freedom and negotiation benefits from this psychological-reactance strategy have 
significant costs. Curhan and Overbeck (2008) observed that the more competitive 
female negotiators created higher value deals at the expense of more unfavorable 
impressions, while the more collaborative male negotiators got impressions that 
were more favorable but also got lower value deals. 
Such trade-offs are likely the direct or indirect result of the negotiators’ 
normative gender expectations and their social resistance against gender-
stereotypic transgressions. Any transgression of normative gender expectations 
during negotiation may trigger a backlash reaction by the counterparty to push 
negotiators to return to their gender stereotype status quo in two main ways: 
policing and conforming. Policing happens when the backlash ends up penalizing 
the transgressor and thus demotivating future deviations. Conforming occurs when 
the backlash generates a social motivation (e.g., avoid conflicts with the 
counterparty) for the negotiator to internalize and proactively comply with the 
gender-stereotypic behavioral expectations (Bowles, 2013).  
On the one hand, Olekalns (2014) found that female negotiators opt for 
competitive negotiation strategies as often as men do, which being counter-
normative for female negotiators defies the idea that women naturally choose to 
avoid backlash by conforming. However, as competitive strategic choices defy 
female gender stereotypes, these female negotiators expose themselves to the 
backlash risk of adverse social judgments resulting from policing (Bowles & 
Babcock, 2009; Bowles et al., 2007). On the other hand, many female negotiators, 
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maybe while attempting to avoid being the victims of policing, end up internalizing 
the backlash and conforming to the female gender stereotype by adopting an 
accommodating negotiation strategy. Unfortunately, when they do so, they claim 
less value for themselves (Amanatullah & Tinsley, 2013; Stuhlmacher & Poitras, 
2010) compared to the stereotypical agentic male negotiator (Bowles & McGinn, 
2008b; Wade, 2001). Indeed, when compared to male negotiators or stereotype-
consistent other-advocating female negotiators, self-advocating female negotiators 
seem to initiate fewer compensation-related negotiations (Small, Gelfand, 
Babcock, & Gettman, 2007), have lower aspirations, display less assertiveness, and 
achieve lower value deals (Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Barron, 2003; Bowles, 
Babcock, & McGinn, 2005; Gerhart & Rynes, 1991; Stevens et al., 1993).  
Female negotiators, more than male negotiators, seem to face a gender 
negotiation dilemma, where neither compliance with, nor defiance towards 
stereotypical gender expectations appears to work well for them (Olekalns, 2014). 
In sum, female negotiators are in a double-bind as they, seemingly more than male 
negotiators, are at risk of having to attempt to avoid backlash by choosing between 
social or economic goals and do not seem to be genuinely allowed to have both. 
This double-bind traps female negotiators in a self-perpetuating negative spiral 
(Ely, Ibarra & Kolb, 2011), where women, already reluctant to initiate negotiations 
(Small et al., 2007), are bound to incur a penalty (economic or social) independently 
of their negotiation strategy, which then increases their reluctance to negotiate in 
the future. Indeed, counterparties liked less assertive and self-advocating female 
negotiators, and at the same time perceived non-assertive and other-advocating 
SMU LKCSB PhD in Business (General Management) PhD Dissertation 
By Horacio Falcão March 1, 2019 38 
 
female negotiators as less competent (Amanatullah & Tinsley, 2013). Women who 
negotiated for higher pay were seen as unpleasant and demanding relative to men 
who did so or women who did not negotiate (Bowles & Babcock, 2009; Bowles et 
al., 2007). As such, the general advice has been for female negotiators to avoid the 
backlash by softening their assertiveness and self-advocating with prosocial and 
non-dominant “nice” behaviors (Carli, LaFleur, & Loeber, 1995; Eagly et al., 1992; 
Rudman & Glick, 2001). However, this advice creates an additional performance 
hurdle for women in negotiation without much evidence of its benefits or efficacy. 
This dissertation aims to verify the validity of this advice. 
While it seems to afflict female negotiators the most, the double bind risks 
of social and economic backlash (Rudman & Phelan, 2008) are not exclusive to 
women (Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Rudman, 2010). Gender stereotypes create 
expectations for men to display status-enhancing moves. For example, men are 
expected to demonstrate power, self-reliance, and stoicism (Levant & Pollack, 
1995; Pleck, 1981), look strong and proud (Mahalik et al., 2003; Prentice & 
Carranza, 2002; Prime & MossRacusin, 2009), act “macho”, assertively and 
competitively (Collinson & Hearn, 1996; Tannen, 1994), be successful (Kimmel, 
2004), and act dominantly (Daubman et al., 1992; Heatherington et al., 1998; Miller 
et al., 1992; Rudman, 1998). Such stereotypes also put pressure on men to avoid 
status-lowering moves such as showing weaknesses (Prentice & Carranza, 2002; 
Prime & Moss-Racusin, 2009) or displaying feminine-associated behaviors 
(Berdahl, 2007; Bosson, Prewitt-Freilino, & Taylor, 2005; Prentice & Carranza, 
2002), such as self-disclosing their personal problems (Derlega & Chaiken, 1976).  
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As gender stereotypes seem to support men’s higher status (Eagly, 1987; 
Ridgeway, 2001), researchers have given less attention to their negative and 
harmful consequences to men (Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Rudman, 2010). The 
pressure to conform to the unrealistic (Pleck, 1981) masculine stereotypes reduces 
men’s health and longevity (Brooks, 2001; Courtenay, 2000). Such forces lead men 
towards risky behaviors (Courtenay, 2000; Mahalik, Lagan, & Morrison, 2006; 
Pleck, 1981), depression and psychological distress (Cochran & Rabinowitz, 1999; 
Hayes & Mahalik, 2000; Magovcevic & Addis, 2008; Real, 2000), deteriorated 
social relationships (Burn & Ward, 2005), mental and physical health (Courtenay, 
2000; Levant & Pollack, 1995), and an increased propensity towards aggression or 
bodily harm (Reidy, Shirk, Sloan, & Zeichner, 2009).  
Because men seem to suffer significantly from the impositions of harmful 
gender stereotypes, both Courtenay (2000) and Pollack (1998) suggested that men 
reject these stereotype pressures. However, this is hardly a sustainable strategy, 
because men who try to avoid the high costs associated with stereotype conformity 
risks backlash under the double bind conundrum. Indeed, to some extent, the 
double-bind is even worse for men. Whereas individuals perceived agentic women 
as more competent but liked them less compared to non-agentic women; the same 
individuals saw stereotype-violating men as less competent and also liked them less 
compared to stereotype-conforming men are (Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Rudman, 
2010). In sum, whereas female negotiators seem to have to choose between higher 
social or economic goals, male negotiators attempting to reject gender stereotypes 
are at risk of losing on both ends. Indeed, research found that men are likely to face 
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backlash if they are successful in feminine domains (Cherry & Deaux, 1978; 
Rudman & Fairchild, 2004), proactive about sharing emotions or personal problems 
(Derlega & Chaiken, 1976), modest (Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Rudman, 2010) or 
passive (Costrich, Feinstein, Kidder, Maracek, & Pascale, 1975). In sum, the lack 
of high status, ambition or conﬁdence moves or displays of low status, uncertainty 
or weakness behaviors by men are perceived as counter-normative and stereotype 
violations, resulting in backlash (Phelan, Moss-Racusin, & Rudman, 2008; 
Rudman, 1998) and ostracism (Berdahl, 2007). Similarly to the advice for women 
to soften their agency with communal behaviors to avoid backlash, the 
recommendation for men is to avoid backlash by showing strength while avoiding 
signaling weakness (Prentice & Carranza, 2002; Rudmanetal, 2009).  
Gender stereotypes and their many different phenomena, such as stereotype 
threat, stereotype regeneration, and psychological reactance, seem to be a 
significant influence on negotiation performance and outcomes. When we then add 
the high costs, even if arguably different, for both male and female negotiators of 
violating such gender stereotypes, suffering backlash and being stuck in the double-
bind, we realize how important it is for negotiators to understand gender stereotypes 
better. As such, the next section reviews the literature on contextual factors that 
trigger, moderate and influence the gender stereotype effects in negotiations. 
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3.1.2.2. Stereotypes and situational factors: ambiguity and 
gender triggers 
Situational factors, such as the ambiguity of the context, the presence of 
gender triggers (e.g., stereotype activation, role congruence, power and status 
dynamics, and social cues) and their interactions can change the role of gender 
stereotypes and their effects in negotiation (Bowles, 2013; Bowles et al., 2005). 
While contextual ambiguity influences the emergence of gender effects, gender 
triggers moderate gender relevance and salience within a negotiation (Bowles, 
2013; Bowles et al., 2005).  
Some researchers see ambiguity as one of, if not the single consistently 
identified contextual factors that account for the lower female, versus male, 
negotiators’ inclination to negotiate their compensation (Babcock, Gelfand, Small, 
& Stayn, 2006; Bowles, 2013; Greig, 2008; Small et al., 2007). This ambiguity can 
derive from different organizational and situational factors (e.g., Crothers et al., 
2010; Gerhart & Rynes, 1991; O'Shea & Bush, 2002; Schneider, Tinsley, 
Cheldelin, & Amanatullah, 2010). 
The degree of contextual ambiguity characterizes a situation as 
psychologically strong or weak. When the psychological situation is strong, it 
provides clear signals to the negotiators on what is appropriate and how to behave, 
making it low in ambiguity. Conversely, high ambiguity emerges when the 
psychological situation is weak, which translates into fewer situational cues on how 
to act and more room for improvisation and individual differences. In the absence 
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of other situational cues, negotiators were more likely to seek references for 
appropriate behavior in individual differences, such as gender norms and 
stereotypes (Bowles et al., 2005; Mischel, 1977). As a result, the more ambiguous 
a negotiation became, the more gender effects were expected to emerge from the 
negotiation’s “weakening” psychological situation (Mischel, 1977). 
Ambiguity in negotiation also has been found to have three categories: type 
(Bowles, 2013), norm (Kray & Gelfand, 2009), and structural (Bowles et al., 2005). 
While to date no research seems to have covered type ambiguity, Bowles (2013) 
defined it as the degree of clarity over the parties’ negotiation or substantive 
expertise. She hypothesizes that female or male negotiators will themselves rely or 
expect their counterparts to build more on gender stereotypic behaviors when their 
competences or potential contributions are unknown (Wood & Karten, 1986).  
Norm ambiguity refers to the degree of clarity about the appropriateness of 
different negotiation behaviors. Kray and Gelfand (2009) found that when 
negotiating compensation under high norm ambiguity (i.e., negotiation was not the 
norm), only male students expressed more regret after their first offer, as opposed 
to their subsequent proposals, was accepted. Women seemed to have experienced 
more relief than regret, consistent with the gender stereotypes that suggest that 
compensation negotiations are a male-typed domain and less so a female-typed one 
(Bowles et al., 2007). However, when compensation negotiation was expected or 
even viewed as positive (i.e., low ambiguity), both genders expressed increased 
regret when their first offer was accepted (Kray & Gelfand, 2009), since this early 
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commitment hints at the counterpart’s higher willingness to pay and at the 
negotiator having left money on the table (Galinsky, Seiden, Kim, & Medvec, 
2002). Curiously, low norm ambiguity seems to reduce gender effects even further 
if the norms are consistent with gender stereotypic behaviors. Small and colleagues 
(2007) found reduced gender differences in women’s propensity to negotiate when 
invited to “ask” as opposed to “negotiate” for higher compensation. 
Structural ambiguity refers to the negotiators’ degree of clarity over what 
issues and options are negotiable and what constitutes a good outcome. High 
structural ambiguity or low clarity over what is negotiable, legitimate or acceptable 
within a negotiation invites an increased reliance on gender stereotypes in search 
for higher transparency. Bowles et al. (2005) found that when salary standards were 
unknown or less transparent (i.e., high structural ambiguity), female MBA students 
closed deals ten percent worse than their male peers. However, under low structural 
ambiguity (i.e., clear salary standards) negotiations, even if outcome variation 
remained equally large as in the high ambiguity ones, the gender differences in 
performance had now disappeared.  
Besides the variance in the three kinds of ambiguity seen above, four gender 
triggers impact gender stereotypes: stereotype activation, role congruence, power 
dynamics, and social cues. Gender stereotype activation, subtle or explicit, can 
influence negotiation expectations and performance (Kray et al., 2001). Subtle or 
implicit gender stereotypes are more likely to raise stereotype threats (Steele, 1997), 
but they also can generate the reverse effect, stereotype reactance, when explicitly 
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associated with positive negotiation performance (Brehm, 1966; Kray et al., 2001; 
W. von Hippel et al., 2005) or in the event of policing (Bowles, 2013). 
Another gender trigger is role congruence which varies as the negotiator’s 
role aligns or not with the behavioral expectations of their gender-based social roles 
(Stuhlmacher & Linnabery, 2013). Negotiators feel safer when they can reduce 
negotiation uncertainty by anticipating the counterpart’s most likely behaviors 
based on their gender-based stereotypes. When negotiator’s display gender-
incongruent strategies or actions, they may rattle the counterpart’s ability to 
anticipate what will happen next in the negotiation (Miles 2010; Stuhlmacher & 
Linnabery, 2013; Wood & Eagly 2012).  
The increased uncertainty resulting from the violation of gender-based 
expected behaviors, such as female negotiators behaving competitively or male 
negotiators accommodating (Kulik & Olekalns 2012; Olekalns, Kulik & Chew, 
2014), attracted greater scrutiny (Burgoon et al. 1975; Jett & George 2003; Weick 
1995) and deceptive tactics (Olekalns, Kulik & Chew, 2014). Similarly, this 
increased instability also attracted a reassessment of the counterpart’s intentions 
(Baxter & Erbert, 1999; Baxter et al. 1999) usually negatively biased (Olekalns, 
Kulik & Chew, 2014). The negotiator seemed to be attempting to understand 
whether this dissonance between expectation and reality was a negotiation risk or 
opportunity (Olekalns, Kulik & Chew, 2014). 
Consistently, women in feminized occupations who self-promote (Rudman 
& Glick, 1999) or female leaders taking on male-dominated leadership roles (Eagly, 
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Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992) received more backlash and negative evaluations, as 
they displayed behaviors incongruent with their gender-stereotypes and the role 
expected from them (role incongruent behaviors). One stereotype about 
negotiations is that they are typical male activities. Thus men engaging in 
negotiations are considered role congruent while women doing the same are not, 
resulting in more frequent penalizing of women’s negotiation performance. In 
anticipation of the likely social backlash triggered by their role incongruence, 
negotiators may feel less confident or willing to negotiate outside of gender norms 
and expectations (Bear, 2011; Heilman, 1983). 
When changing the negotiation topic from a male stereotyped (i.e., 
motorcycle parts) to a female stereotyped one (i.e., beads), the male superior 
performance disappeared (Bear, 2011; Bear & Babcock, 2012). Such shift from a 
male stereotyped negotiation topic to a female one (i.e., from hiring an alligator 
wrestler to hiring a babysitter) also was more predictive of outcomes for the role-
congruent negotiator (Miles & Lasalle, 2008). Women tend to consider fewer issues 
to be negotiable than men (Babcock & Laschever, 2003), so just by reframing a 
negotiation from “negotiating” to “asking” reduced performance differences 
between genders (Stuhlmacher & Linnabery, 2013). 
If women self-advocate for higher compensation, they act counter-
stereotypically to their caregiving gender stereotype and are more often policed and 
penalized than men displaying role-incongruence (Bowles et al., 2007; Mazei et al., 
2015; Stuhlmacher & Linnabery, 2013). However, women performed better than 
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men when other-advocating for higher compensation congruent with their gender-
role as caregivers (Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Bowles et al., 2005; Mazei et al., 
2015; Stuhlmacher & Linnabery, 2013). Also, the male advantages of role 
congruency decreased or even reversed with the increase in negotiator’s experience 
and with the decrease in the negotiation’s structural ambiguity (Mazei et al., 2015). 
Besides stereotype activation and role congruence, power and status 
dynamics are additional gender triggers of gender stereotypes (Eagly & Steffen, 
1984; Glick & Fiske, 2001; Kray & Thompson, 2005; Ridgeway, 2011; Watson, 
1994a, 1994b). Though power and status are separate constructs (Magee & 
Galinsky, 2008; Miles & Clenney, 2010; Watson, 1994b), many studies confused 
them (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977) as they usually are positively correlated (Magee & 
Galinsky, 2008; Watson, 1994b). Power means control over valuable resources or 
alternatives, while status means the respect an individual earns from others (Magee 
& Galinsky, 2008; Olekalns & Kulik, 2011; Ridgeway & Walker, 1995).  
Negotiators under perceived power balance were more likely to adopt 
conciliatory or integrative tactics. However, a party with perceived greater power 
more frequently used aggressive or pressure tactics and secured greater negotiated 
outcomes (Kim, Pinkley, & Fragale, 2005; Wolfe & McGinn, 2005). Female 
negotiators were on average less likely to recognize or generate healthy alternatives 
to a negotiated agreement; and thus used less power than male negotiators (Miles 
& Clenney, 2010, Olekalns & Kulik, 2011). 
SMU LKCSB PhD in Business (General Management) PhD Dissertation 
By Horacio Falcão March 1, 2019 47 
 
Status characteristics theory (Anderson, Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1966, 
Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1972; Wagner & Berger, 1997) argues that status 
influences expectations based on unique individual information or inferred from 
diffuse cues of status and perceived competence (e.g., education, gender, 
occupation, physical attractiveness). For example, observers rated men, physically 
attractive or higher educated individuals as higher status than women, physically 
unattractive, or lower educated ones (Carli & Eagly, 1999; Ridgeway & Diekema, 
1992). 
Opposite to the high-power masculine stereotype, the feminine stereotype 
associated with low-power and low-status behavior expectations, i.e., other-
oriented (Conway, Pizzamiglio, & Mount, 1996), more useful and less threatening 
to the social order (Jackman, 1994; Ridgeway, 1982). Conversely, counterparties 
saw female negotiators as lower quality sources of influence, ideas or agreements, 
when compared to male negotiators (Miles & Clenney, 2010; Ridgeway & 
Diekema, 1992). However, these particular gender-stereotypic effects favoring men 
diminished, when the female negotiator power increases compared to men 
(Karakowsky & Miller, 2006; Miles & Clenney, 2010). Higher status increased 
perceived competence and legitimacy of actions (Miles & Clenney, 2010), which 
may have contributed for higher status women to feel less intimidated (Small et al., 
2007) and more inclined to initiate negotiations (Bowles, Babcock, & Lai, 2007; 
Magee, Galinsky, & Gruenfeld, 2007). Conversely, men’s willingness to negotiate 
did not seem to be affected by power variations (Magee et al., 2007; Small et al., 
2007).  
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Finally, the amount or salience of social cues, as signaled by an individual’s 
physical appearance, names, voice, demeanor are additional gender triggers that 
can influence the degree to which gender stereotypes frame communication 
(Chaiken & Eagly, 1983). As an example, face-to-face is a richer communication 
channel than a phone conversation, as the former presented more gender-oriented 
social cues, higher gender stereotype expectations (Gelfand, Major, Raver, Nishii, 
& O’Brien, 2006), and thus triggered more gender stereotypic effects (Stuhlmacher, 
Citera, & Willis, 2007) such as policing and conforming (Bowles, 2013). 
Reversely, women were significantly more aggressive in virtual versus face-to-face 
negotiations (Stuhlmacher et al., 2007), possibly because they felt less constrained 
to act in role incongruent ways by the fewer gender-oriented social cues present in 
virtual negotiations. 
Activation of such cues can occur when a diffuse characteristic, such as 
gender for a female-male negotiation dyad, is different among the parties or seen 
as relevant to the task (Wagner & Berger, 1997). In some instances, diffuse cues 
acted as a “guilty until proven innocent” burden of proof concept (Miles & Clenney, 
2010, p. 133), which triggered the gender stereotype unless it was explicitly 
disassociated from or shown as non-relevant to the negotiation task (Wagner & 
Berger, 1997). In negotiation, this concept translates into social cues indicating that 
men are more competent negotiators unless there are particular reasons why women 
would be equally or more effective (Miles & Clenney, 2010), such as when 
negotiating child care or with grade school teachers, traditionally seen as feminine‐
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stereotyped tasks (Kray & Thompson, 2005; Miles & LaSalle, 2008; Stuhlmacher 
& Walters, 1999).  
Gender triggers (stereotype activation, role congruence, power dynamics, 
and social cues) seem to interact positively with ambiguity. For example, role 
congruence (other- vs self-advocacy) invited a significantly lower backlash on 
female negotiator’s performance in a low, instead of a high, ambiguity negotiation 
(Bowles et al., 2005; Mazei et al, 2015), as more explicit instructions seemed to 
reduce the female negotiator’s concern about role incongruence (Bowles, 2013). 
In sum, situational factors can influence how gender stereotypes affect 
negotiation (Bowles, 2013; Bowles et al., 2005). Some researchers even advocated 
that high ambiguity, be it type (Bowles, 2013), norm (Kray & Gelfand, 2009), or 
structural (Bowles et al., 2005), and its “weakening” of the psychological situation 
(Mischel, 1977) have been the only continuously identified contextual gender effect 
on women’s lower inclination to negotiate compensation compared to men 
(Babcock, Gelfand, Small, & Stayn, 2006; Greig, 2008; Small et al., 2007). 
High ambiguity seems to facilitate the emergence of gender effects in 
negotiations. Moreover, research repeatedly shows that gender triggers mostly 
positively correlated with ambiguity, such that the higher the stereotype activation, 
role incongruence, power differences, and social cues salience, the more gender 
effects became relevant to the negotiation. Indeed, stereotype activation of a 
relevant yet diffuse characteristic difference among the parties (Wagner & Berger, 
1997) raises the “guilty until proven innocent” burden of proof concept (Miles & 
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Clenney, 2010). Negotiators behave role incongruent if they act contrary to the 
counterparty’s gender-stereotypical expectations (Stuhlmacher & Linnabery, 
2013). This dissonance between behavior and expectation often raises ambiguity 
and, under certain conditions, negatively affects the role incongruent negotiators. 
Another gender trigger is the power dynamics among negotiators, with the higher 
power position more often attributed to male negotiators, who then had the leverage 
to secure better deals when compared to female negotiators. Finally, the salience of 
social cues influenced gender negotiation behavior differently, and female 
negotiators felt freer to act, even in role incongruent ways, when in negotiation 
environments with fewer social cues. 
3.1.2.3. Gender and negotiation prescriptions 
After significant research advances into the diagnostics of gender effects in 
negotiation, several negotiation scholars have been engaging in prescriptive 
research to identify and develop strategies to reduce gender inequality in 
negotiation (Bowles, 2013). Most of these strategies aim to help female negotiators 
increase their willingness to negotiate and their ability to overcome the double-bind 
to secure both their economic and relationships outcomes (Kulik & Olekalns, 
2012). 
Several organizational characteristics seem to influence gender effects in 
negotiation (Bowles & McGinn, 2008b) and yet Kolb (2009) stated that researchers 
had developed fewer organizational gender equality strategies than individual ones. 
That said, Kulik and Olekalns (2012) suggested four main organizational strategies 
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to reduce or eliminate structural sources of gender bias by i) promoting a 
collaborative culture, ii) reframing negotiation as gender-neutral activities, iii) 
reducing ambiguity, and iv) improving network access of females. Indeed, these 
organizational initiatives act in different ways to minimize type, norm, and 
structural ambiguities which otherwise worsen women’s negotiation performance 
(Bowles, Babcock and McGinn, 2005). 
A collaborative culture can promote a problem-solving approach, as well as 
increased communication, listening, and attention to feelings, which in turn have 
the potential to reduce both type and norm ambiguities. Not only do these skills and 
their reduction of contextual ambiguities have the potential to improve female 
negotiators’ performance, but they also may generate less backlash because 
counterparties are more likely to see them as female role congruent and thus not as 
a gender-stereotype violation (Kray et al., 2001, 2002; Kray et al., 2004). A 
potential positive externality of such collaborative culture can be the wider 
organizational adoption of principled or win-win negotiation approaches and thus 
the possible improvement in the negotiation performance of the overall 
organization (Kulik & Olekalns, 2012). 
Consistent with a collaborative culture, organizations also can reduce 
gender-based negotiation differences by reframing negotiations (e.g., ‘payment is 
negotiable’) into asking (e.g., ‘ask for more’) (Small et al., 2007; Stuhlmacher & 
Linnabery, 2013). Aligned with the recommendation above, organizations can 
reframe compensation negotiations from a competitive exercise to satisfy personal 
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needs into a problem-solving exercise to satisfy organizational goals, such as 
diversity and internal fairness (e.g., industry norms, gender equality, meritocracy, 
or seniority) (Olekalns & Kulik, 2011). Even such small changes can reduce type, 
norm, and structural ambiguities; strengthen the psychological situation around the 
negotiation (Bowles, 2013; Bowles et al., 2005; Mischel, 1977; Kray & Gelfand, 
2009), and even reduce backlash for self-advocating female negotiators. Together, 
this reframing exercises can help women gain clarity, anticipate a safer experience 
with a lesser risk of backlash, come across as other-advocating, and thus gain 
confidence to initiate negotiations and improve their negotiation outcomes 
(Amanatullah & Tinsley, 2013). 
By reframing negotiations and creating a collaborative culture, 
organizations already contribute to advancing the third suggested strategy, i.e., 
reducing ambiguities. To reduce them even further, researchers recommend that 
organizations legitimize negotiation through transparent institutional policies 
(Niederle & Verstlund, 2008). Examples of effective policies to reduce ambiguities 
are those that seek to increase the degree of clarity over what issues and options are 
negotiable (Babcock & Laschever, 2003), when negotiating (or “asking”) is 
appropriate (Kulik & Olekalns, 2012), what organizational ranges, standards or 
criteria are reasonable for an “ask” (Bowles et al., 2005) or what constitutes a good 
outcome (Bowles, 2013). 
The fourth recommendation Kulik and Olekalns (2012) suggested is for 
organizations to help improve women’s networks, which they found contribute to 
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a gender informational disadvantage. Women’s networks are typically composed 
of few deep ties with both men and women, but they differ from men’s networks in 
that they have different purposes, resources vs. friendship and social support, 
(Ibarra, 1992; Ragins & Kram, 2007) and different ways to build trust, i.e., in-group 
membership vs. personal relationships (Maddux & Brewer, 2005). Together, these 
differences lead to lower trust relationships across genders and to men being less 
forthcoming with prenegotiation information such as when and what to negotiate, 
which could otherwise reduce gender biases on negotiation (Belliveau, 2005). As a 
result, even when female negotiators consult their networks for prenegotiation 
information, they are more likely to consult other women, who most likely also are 
afflicted by a similar gender-based information disadvantage. 
Kulik and Olekalns (2012) argue that activities like formal mentorship 
schemes can help strengthen trust between genders and thus overcome several of 
the network disadvantages mentioned above. Indeed, network connections 
significantly predicted promotions for men more so than for women (Ibarra, 1992) 
and gender similarity with the supervisor significantly predicted promotion 
(McGinn & Milkman, 2012). However, Ibarra, Carter, and Silva (2010) found that 
women are overmentored, i.e., women are more likely than men to get mentoring, 
but it does not seem to be providing the same career beneﬁts to women than to men. 
Despite the increase in mentoring for women, they still suffer fewer promotions, 
lower salaries, positions, and career satisfaction than men do. Instead of pure 
mentoring, they suggest that organizations need to promote sponsorship, i.e., a 
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more proactive advocacy effort from network members on behalf of the sponsored 
women. 
In addition to Kulik and Olekalns’s (2012) four organizational prescriptions 
above, when considering the gender trigger roles that power and status have over 
gender stereotypes (Bowles, Babcock, & Lai, 2007; Karakowsky & Miller, 2006; 
Magee, Galinsky, & Gruenfeld, 2007; Miles & Clenney, 2010; Small et al., 2007), 
it also is helpful to look into prescriptions that facilitate a female negotiator’s career 
advancement. Below we examine three such strategies that have become quite 
popular in corporations and governments around the world, namely: development 
programs, gender quotas, and blind recruitment.  
The first such organizational effort can be to invest in women’s 
development programs to improve their ability to negotiate specific gender-based 
challenges, such as how to recognize negotiation boundaries, plan or prepare for a 
negotiation and finally manage the process (Ely et al., 2011; Olekalns, 2014). Such 
programs also may raise awareness of gender stereotypes and their consequences, 
such as the performance-inhibiting anxiety from stereotype threats (Kray & 
Shirako, 2011). Such programs may benefit from carefully framing their curricula 
to avoid promoting a gender stigma, a sense of victimization or adversarial 
negotiation practices that could unintentionally instill a gender divide or reinforce 
negative gender stereotypes within the organization. 
Besides development programs, gender quotas also have become a popular 
policy lever to accelerate women’s career advancement and access to leadership 
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positions (Beaman, Duflo, Pande, & Topalova, 2012; Matsa & Miller, 2013; Pande 
& Ford, 2012). While gender quotas have worked to increase female leadership 
representation in many cases (Beaman et al., 2012; Matsa & Miller, 2013; Pande & 
Ford, 2012), they do have a price. Gender quotas not only can reduce firm value 
(Ahern & Dittmar, 2012) or short-run profits (Matsa & Miller, 2013), but they also 
can attach an incompetence stigma to the quota-promoted woman (Heilman & 
Haynes, 2006). Ibarra, Ely, and Kolb (2013) found that gender quotas require lots 
of resources for small results, which can crowd out investment from better gender-
neutral meritocratic methods that could help women advance without a stigma 
(Goldin & Rouse, 2000). 
Another famous female advancement strategy adopted by policymakers has 
been blind recruitment or promotion (Krause et al., 2012). Supporters of blind 
recruitment have been pushing it as an effective strategy to break the inertia of 
gender-biased recruitment or promotion practices, especially within historically 
male-dominated industries (Quinn, 1997). Indeed, one of the earliest blind 
recruitment studies found that blind auditions or anonymized applications in 
orchestras increased the hiring and promotion of female musicians (Goldin & 
Rouse, 2000). 
More recent research questions if gender-balanced recruitment is leading to 
gender-balanced outcomes (Preece, Stoddard, & Fisher, 2016). For example, 
women in Australia are 6.1% more likely than men to get a senior job interview 
with names on the CVs (Hiscox et al., 2017) and US academia recently have 
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preferred female Ph.D. applicants over males on a 2:1 ratio for STEM tenure-track 
jobs in (Williams & Ceci, 2015). These findings raise the question for those 
countries, industries or organizations, which already prioritize gender-equality, if 
blind recruitment or promotion practices may have started to take an unplanned 
turn. In sum, these three popular organizational strategies are sophisticated and not 
one-size-fits-all approaches to promote gender-equality and facilitate women’s 
career advancement. As such, they need to be carefully considered, contextualized 
and framed before being implemented to ensure they generate the expected benefits 
at minimum risk of undesired consequences. Next, we shift from organizational to 
individual strategies prescribed to reduce gender inequality in negotiation 
When it comes to individual strategies to reduce gender effects in 
negotiation outcomes and avoid perpetuating historical gender differences, much 
of the prescriptive advice focuses on how women can negotiate to offset the 
observed gender difference in negotiation results (Olekalns, 2014). Researchers 
have focused their prescription on two main strategies for female negotiators to 
manage backlash risks (Kulik & Olekalns, 2012). The first strategy suggests that 
female negotiators offset negative violations, i.e., avoid behaving in gender role 
incongruent ways or violating gender stereotypes, which could invite backlash 
(Kulik & Olekalns, 2012). The second strategy recommends female negotiators to 
amplify positive violations, so that female negotiators harness the negotiation 
benefits from working with or within gender stereotypes (Kray & Thompson, 
2005). To these two strategies, I would like to add a third one, anticipating and 
preparing against gender pitfalls, which highlights awareness-raising and 
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contextual-framing moves. Below I elaborate further on these three prescriptive 
strategies. 
Negative violations happen when female negotiators engage in gender role 
incongruent behaviors such as self-advocacy or competitive negotiation tactics. 
Such gender role transgressions signal negative violations, which trigger both 
backlash and the double-bind. The offset negative violations strategy attempts to 
reframe the counterparty’s behavioral expectations to minimize the risk of any 
potential gender role incongruent behavior coming across as a negative violation. 
In this strategy, researchers invite female negotiators to pre-empt backlash by 
decoupling perceptions of competence and warmth (Kulik & Olekalns, 2012). 
Researchers found that women’s negative violations triggered person-based instead 
of situation-based attributions in the absence of additional information (Ragins & 
Winkel, 2011). To counter that unhelpful attribution, the strategy of offsetting 
negative violations invites female negotiators to redirect away from person-based 
attributions to reduce their perceived demandingness and increase their likeability 
(Bowles & Babcock, 2008; Tinsley, Cheldelin, Schneider, & Amanatullah, 2009). 
To that effect, Kulik and Olekalns (2012) illustrated offsetting moves where female 
negotiators highlighted warmth and communality (e.g., “I’m always ready to help 
out”), and situation-based information for their ‘ask’ with anticipatory excuses 
(e.g., “my mentor told me to ask you…”) or anticipatory justifications (e.g., “a new 
salary survey shows that I am below the average salary…”). 
SMU LKCSB PhD in Business (General Management) PhD Dissertation 
By Horacio Falcão March 1, 2019 58 
 
The strategy of maximizing positive violations relies on bringing the 
counterparty’s attention to and emphasizing female negotiator gender role 
congruent behaviors, such as warmth, and away from incongruent ones, such as 
competitive moves. This strategy attempts to boost the impact of gender role 
congruent behaviors to compensate for eventual gender role transgressions. Indeed, 
female, but not male, negotiators who adjusted their degree of persistence, or 
willingness to insist in finding an agreement when faced with rejection, to their 
counterpart’s gender (Bowles & Flynn, 2010) or their negotiating approach to the 
social context (Flynn & Ames, 2006; Snyder, 1974) achieved better outcomes. 
Ultimately, this strategy invites female negotiators to minimize backlash by acting 
consistently with gender stereotypes or at least by showing that their role 
incongruent transgressions are small in comparison to their much larger compliance 
with such stereotypes.  
The academic literature has several examples of female negotiators 
successfully applying the positive violations strategy to improve their performance. 
One technique involves the use of warmth and neediness gender-congruent 
influence techniques (Kulik & Olekalns, 2012) such as flirting (Kray & Locke, 
2008), flattery, supplication or appeals for sympathy (Bolino & Turnley, 2003; 
Gordon, 1996; Guadagno & Cialdini, 2007). Several female negotiators seem 
aware of the benefits of such strategy as illustrated by the 49% of surveyed female 
MBAs who admitted to having flirted to advance their careers (Chan-Seraﬁn & 
Brief, 2007). Unfortunately, such strategies are not without their risks or nuances. 
While flirting delivers short-term gains, it ultimately leads to long-term distrust 
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(Kray & Locke, 2008; Kray et al., 2012) and lower career success (Chan-Seraﬁn & 
Brief, 2007).  
Another maximizing positive violation technique is for female negotiators 
to focus on “turns” rather than on “moves” (Kolb, 2004). Kolb (2004) argued that 
most negotiators rely on certain “moves” to advance their interests, but that many 
of these, often power, moves risk challenging the counterparties’ identities or 
putting them on the defensive (e.g., challenging competence or expertise; 
demeaning ideas; making threats or appealing for sympathy or flattery). She then 
recommended the use of turns to resist the defensive position, reframe the meaning 
and change the dynamics away from such power moves (i.e., interrupting, 
correcting, questioning, naming, and diverting). Indeed, turns promote a problem-
solving process instead of a competitive one.  
A third such technique suggests generating liking through the use of gender-
congruent language consistent with low-power and social harmony female 
stereotypes, such as tentative language (“One idea is..”), tag questions (“It's good, 
isn't it?”), hedges (“It's kind of good”) or disclaimers (“I suppose”) (Lakoff, 1973; 
Loyd, Phillips, Whitson, & Thomas-Hunt, 2010; Mulac & Bradac, 1995; Reid, 
Palomares, Anderson, & Bondad-Brown, 2009). Similarly, researchers have 
suggested the use of powerless advocacy (Grant, 2013) or inclusive language (“we” 
and “us”) to reduce social distance, invite less resistance, and improve negotiation 
performance (Donnellon, 1994; Fragale, 2006; Grant, 2013; Simons, 1993) 
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simultaneously with interpersonal liking (Carli, 1990, 2001; Carli et al., 1995; Reid 
et al., 2009). 
A fourth maximizing positive violation technique is for female negotiators 
to advocate on behalf of others (Amanatullah & Tinsley, 2010; Bowles et al., 2005; 
Kulik & Olekalns, 2012). Other-advocating female negotiators, even when acting 
more competitively or forcefully, signal role congruence with their communal 
stereotype as responsible, caring and protective agents for someone else’s interests, 
and thus minimize backlash. Conversely, if self-advocating women were to behave 
equally competitively or forcefully, they would signal role incongruence and invite 
backlash. Indeed, other-advocating female negotiators achieve higher value deals 
than self-advocating women or than men, whose gender had no significant 
difference in outcomes when negotiating for self or others (Bowles, Babcock & 
McGinn, 2005), assertively or not (Amanatullah & Tinsley, 2013).  
A fifth maximizing positive violation technique recommends female 
negotiators, who want to improve their social and economic outcomes, to legitimize 
their requests based on authentic and relevant “relational accounts” (Bowles & 
Babcock, 2012). Relational accounts seem to avoid triggering backlash because 
they are consistent with the gender communal stereotypic expectation of women as 
caring and other-advocating towards organizational relationships. In a similar 
attempt to reduce social backlash, female negotiators can display niceness, a gender 
stereotypic female behavior, while negotiating (Bowles & Babcock, 2009). 
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The third strategy, not mentioned explicitly by Kulik and Olekalns (2012), 
is the anticipation and preparation against gender pitfalls. This strategy does not 
attempt to manipulate positively or negatively the perceptions and expectations of 
the counterparty. Instead, this third strategy attempts to increases the female 
negotiator’s own ability to access information and positively manage emotions to 
reduce the influence of gender differences in negotiation. By increasing access to 
information, female negotiators can unilaterally minimize contextual ambiguity 
and gender triggers that otherwise increase the negotiators’ reliance on gender 
stereotypes. One technique against gender pitfalls requires the expansion of 
otherwise gender-biased social networks (Ibarra, 1993) or preparing beyond the 
natural tendency to compare oneself to others from the same gender (Crosby, 1984; 
Major & Forcey, 1985; Shah, 1998). Female negotiators, who successfully extend 
their social network, can better prepare to negotiate as they gain access to a richer 
information pool as it includes information collected from both male and female 
negotiators. 
Other gender pitfall avoidance techniques revolve around gender stereotype 
awareness and positive reframing. Female negotiators first need to become aware 
and then anticipate stereotype threats (Johns, Schmader, & Martens, 2005; Kray, 
2007). After all, unchecked or implicitly activated stereotype threats have the 
potential to reduce the female negotiators’ negotiation performance. Once aware of 
stereotype threats, female negotiators can proactively engage in stereotype 
regeneration (Kray, 2007; Kray et al., 2002) or reactance (Brehm, 1966; Kray et al., 
2001; W. von Hippel et al., 2005) to improve their economic or social negotiation 
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performance. Female negotiators may stereotype regenerate by refocusing on win-
win gender stereotypic negotiation behaviors, such as empathy and listening (Kray, 
2007) or towards salient and positive gender-neutral roles, such as “experienced 
negotiator” (Stuhlmacher & Linnabery, 2013), “subject expert” or “award-winning 
professional” (Shih, Pittinsky, & Ambady, 1999). 
All three individual strategies to reduce gender effects in negotiation 
outcomes (i.e., avoid negative violations, maximize positive violations or prepare 
against gender pitfalls) have their benefits and drawbacks. Some of them operate 
within the double-bind and only attempt to minimize it, others need to be assessed 
case-by-case or used in combination towards a robust gendered negotiation 
strategy. Female negotiators must resist the temptation of adopting successful 
short-term tactics that risk reinforcing stereotypes in the long run in favor of 
strategies that whenever possible sustainably increase negotiation performance and 
reduce the adverse effects of gender stereotyping at the same time. This paper 
intends to add to the literature, adding to the knowledge of subtle differences in 
tactics that may contribute to gender-unequal outcomes, and thus better enable 
female negotiators to use the above strategies more accurately and precisely. 
3.1.3. Gender, negotiation, and emotion 
There has been relatively little research at the intersection of gender, 
negotiation, and emotion, particularly on how gender affects emotional expression 
in negotiation (Olekalns, 2014). Consistent with the findings in the gender and 
negotiation literature that gender influences negotiation outcomes, there is growing 
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evidence that the expression of emotions by different genders also may generate 
different consequences (Olekalns, 2014). As this is directly relevant to this 
dissertation, this section covers the influence of gender on the role of emotional 
displays in negotiation outcomes. 
While women are stereotypically expected to express more feelings than 
men (Plant, Hyde, Keltner & Devine, 2000), different affective displays may 
increase or reduce the female negotiators’ performance. For example, positive 
affects improve relationships among negotiators (Kopelman, Rosette &Thompson, 
2006), and their willingness to implement their deals (Mislin, Campagna & Bottom, 
2011). When refining the role of positive affective displays in negotiations by 
gender, researchers found that individuals saw happiness displayed by men as 
highly unattractive, but as highly attractive when expressed by women (Tracy & 
Beall, 2011). No study so far has successfully linked happiness or positive affective 
displays to improved value claiming in negotiations. The affective states that seem 
to improve a negotiator’s value claiming are negative ones, such as anger (van 
Kleef & Sinaceur, 2013), sadness (Sinaceur et al., 2015), and disappointment 
(Lelieveld, Van Dijk, Van Beest, Steinel & Van Kleef, 2011; Nelissen, Lelieveld, 
Van Dijk & Zeeland, 2011). 
As already seen above, anger is one of the most studied affects in 
negotiations and it has some intriguing results. Researchers have found that anger 
signaled toughness, threats, and limits that invited higher concessions from the 
counterparty than neutral or happiness displays (Averill, 1982; Sinaceur & Neale, 
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2005; Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006; Sinaceur et al., 2011; Van Kleef et al., 2004a). 
Other studies found that anger displays increased the risk of escalation, intentions 
to walk away, and negative impressions (Friedman et al., 2004; Van Dijk et al., 
2008; Van Kleef et al., 2004a). Researchers also have seen anger reduce concern 
for others, joint gains, satisfaction, the likelihood of a deal and the desire for 
repeated interactions (Allred et al., 1997; Kopelman et al., 2006; Van Kleef et al., 
2004b).  
Displaying anger may bring higher concessions, but it also seems a high-
risk negotiation technique. Independently of the controversial benefits of anger 
displays as a negotiation technique, female negotiators may be less able to benefit 
from such displays because anger displays failed to deliver their rewards when seen 
as socially inappropriate (Van Kleef & Côté, 2007). LaFrance, Hecht, and Paluck, 
(2003) found in their meta-analysis study that the stereotypical normative behavior 
for women is displaying positive emotions, while other evidence suggests a norm 
for women not to show negative emotions (Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008) or to be 
low in dominance (Rudman & Glick, 2001). In relationship conflicts, women will 
at times suppress anger displays (Fischer & Evers, 2011), potentially to avoid the 
risk of engaging in what others may see as a counter-normative female behavior. 
As such, the existing literature seems to suggest that anger displays may come 
across as socially inappropriate and represent a stereotype violation, but only for 
female negotiators, who then not only would not see the negotiation benefits of 
their anger display, but they also would run the additional risk of suffering backlash. 
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Contributing to this gender disparity is the finding that male displays of 
anger were less likely than female ones to come across as socially inappropriate, as 
counterparties more likely attributed such male anger displays to external and thus 
potentially socially attenuating circumstances (situation-based attribution). 
Conversely, counterparties more likely attributed female anger displays to personal 
reasons such as lack of emotional control (person-based attributions) and thus they 
also were more likely to judge these displays as counter-normative behaviors 
(Ragins & Winkel, 2011). This person-based attribution of anger displays reduced 
women’s status and competence image, while the situation-based attribution given 
to men helped them increase both their status and their perceived competence 
(Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008; Schaubroeck & Shao, 2012). Conversely, men came 
across as less effective if they smiled (Kierstead, D’Agostino, & Dill, 1988) or 
displayed sadness (Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008). 
In short and based on the above findings, Olekalns (2014) concluded that 
female negotiators’ anger displays invoked the double bind and that they are 
unlikely to improve economic or social outcomes. She then invited female 
negotiators to offset negative violations and avoid anger in favor of disappointment 
displays to improve their economic outcomes. Besides Olekalns (2014) 
recommendation, female negotiators may prefer to increase negotiation 
performance by maximizing positive violations through consistent displays of 
niceness (Babcock & Laschever, 2007) or by preparing against gender pitfalls and 
provide a situation-based (external) attribution for the anger display, implicitly 
denying the internal (person-based) characterization assumption (Brescoll & 
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Uhlmann, 2008). These divergent strategies represent the main debate that this 
dissertation aims to clarify: which strategy, if any, seems to be most effective for 
female negotiators to create or claim value? The first two strategies deal with the 
female negotiator’s choice of proactively avoiding or adopting negative or positive 
emotional displays. The third strategy is more of a reactive rationalization strategy 
on how to manage the negative consequences of counter-normative emotional 
displays and is less of a proactive emotional strategy for the female negotiator. As 
such, this dissertation focused on clarifying the question over the validity and 
effectiveness of the negative and positive emotional display strategies for female 
negotiators and not on their a posteriori rationalization. 
3.1.4. Negotiation and dyad gender composition 
Understanding the influence of dyad gender composition or gender pairing 
in negotiation can further our understanding of the influence of gender stereotypes 
and the validity of different strategies for female negotiators in dyadic negotiations. 
If women in female-female (FF) dyads create or claim more value than in female-
male (FM) dyads, then gender stereotypes are more likely responsible for the 
female negotiator’s decrease in performance when facing a male negotiator. 
However, if FM dyads increase the female negotiator’s value creation or claiming 
performance in comparison to FF dyads, then gender stereotypes may still be a 
relevant factor in performance, but possibly also be less negatively related to the 
male negotiator than suggested by previous research on gender and negotiation. 
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Sutter, Bosman, Kocher and van Winden (2009) found that gender pairing 
had a significant effect on negotiation behavior. For example, they discovered that 
same-gender dyads (female-female or male-male) were much more competitive 
and retaliating than mixed-gender dyads (female-male). Eriksson & Sandberg 
(2012) found that dyad gender composition influenced female, but not male, 
negotiators willingness to initiate negotiations. Interestingly, a female facing a male 
negotiator was more likely to start negotiations than when facing another female 
negotiator. This reluctance to negotiate with another woman may come from 
several negative behaviors that researchers identified as more likely to happen in a 
female-female (FF) than a female-male (FM) dyad. FF dyads are more likely to 
compete, retaliate, be less cooperative, feel frustration when facing disagreements, 
or experience more significant loss of trust than FM dyads (Olekalns, Kulik, 
Simonov & Bradshaw, 2011; Scharleman, Eckel, Kacelnik & Wilson, 2001; 
Schroth, Ben-Chekal & Caldwell, 2005; Sutter et al., 2009). More specifically, the 
most significant loss of trust happens when female negotiators opt for a competitive 
negotiation strategy against other women (Olekalns, Kulik, Simonov & Bradshaw, 
2011).  
Stereotyping also seems to have far-reaching implications on negotiation 
behavior moderated by dyad gender composition. Depending on the gender of the 
counterparty, the first offer, the frequency of lying and the persistence (the 
willingness to continue seeking compromise from a nay-saying counterpart) varied 
in negotiations. Indeed, female negotiators ended negotiations earlier, i.e., were less 
persistent, than male negotiators when facing difficult moments (Babcock & 
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Laschever, 2003). However, female, and not male, negotiators adjusted their 
persistence upwards when negotiating with disagreeable men, but not when 
negotiating with disagreeable women (Bowles & Flynn, 2010). As already shared 
above, this adjustment pattern may be due to women, more than men, being inclined 
to adjust their decision making to their context (Croson & Gneezy, 2009). Faced 
with a male counterparty, a female negotiator may stereotypically anticipate the 
potential risk that he will be highly competitive and thus feel the preemptive need 
to match it to increase her chances of reaching a satisfactory outcome. As a result, 
these female negotiators may end up also increasing their persistence as an 
anticipatory adaptive response to their stereotype expectation. 
Besides persistence, the first offer and the frequency of lying also vary 
based on gender pairing. Negotiators from both genders extended better offers to 
and accepted worse offers from men than from women (Ayres & Siegelman, 1995; 
Solnick, 2001; Solnick & Schweitzer, 1999), especially if the woman signaled 
warmth and friendliness that conformed to the low competitiveness or self-concern 
female stereotype (Kray, Locke & Van Zant, 2012). Female and male negotiators 
alike were more prone to lie to gain an advantage over female, rather than male, 
counterparts under the perception of a lower risk of lying to stereotypically more 
agreeable counterparties, i.e., female negotiators (Kray et al., 2012). Olekalns, 
Kulik, and Chew (2014) found that deception varied differently between men, 
women and dyad gender composition based on stereotypic strategy violations 
(competitive for women or accommodating for men) and trust. Finally, mixed-sex 
dyads negotiators increasingly deceived when they faced low trust opponents using 
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an accommodating strategy, as it ran contrary to the competitive strategy 
stereotypically expected in these mixed-gender negotiations. Mixed-sex dyads 
negotiators showed evidence of moral pragmatism (Dees & Cramton, 1991) since 
they lied more as they learned that they were vulnerable to exploitation.  
In sum, the literature on negotiation dyad gender composition seems to 
reveal that there are several liabilities for women negotiating with men or even with 
other women. Female negotiators seem to be more often than male negotiators on 
the short end of more frequent lies and worst offers. Even the fact that researchers 
found female negotiators to be less persistence, and particularly so with other 
women, may translate into worse outcomes for women. By being less persistent, 
female negotiators may more frequently quit over surmountable obstacles and 
either not reach a deal or too quickly settle for a compromise when other higher 
value-creating avenues were still available. While the studies above found several 
relevant procedural and relationship differences based on negotiation dyad gender 
composition, none focused on how the dyad gender composition or these 
procedural and relationship differences affected negotiation performance as 
measured by value creation or claiming, which is one of the objectives of this 
dissertation. 
3.1.5. Negotiation and sentiment analysis methods 
Sentiment analysis, automated or not, has been used in negotiation research 
since the classic research by Rackham and Carlisle (1978a/b) used human coders 
to find that highly effective professional contract negotiators are only one-fifth as 
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likely to use insults and make irritating comments as are less effective negotiators. 
Since then, the negotiation literature has sprung up quite a few studies that observed 
and analyzed the communication used in negotiations. One study of real world-
negotiations in the context of dispute resolutions on eBay found that the use of 
commands negatively predicted the counterparts successfully settling (Brett et al., 
2007). Other studies amassed negotiations transcripts and conducted automated 
sentiment analyses, showing for instance that linguistic convergence between the 
statements of counterparts and fewer negative emotion expressions predicted better 
negotiation outcomes (Huffaker et al., 2011; Romero et al. 2015; Swaab et al., 
2011). Notably, automated emotional recognition performance has already 
presented superior results to human performance in some particular cases (Huang 
et al. 1998). 
Language features, be it free-form transcripts of spoken conversations or 
structured written text, were objectively measured in a negotiation (Sokolova & 
Szpakowicz, 2005; Sokolova & Szpakowicz, 2007) or used to classify a negotiation 
as integrative or distributive to estimate with 75-85% accuracy the likelihood that 
it would result in a successful outcome (Twitchell et al., 2013). Some transcript 
analysis studies found that Linguistic Style Matching (LSM) – the degree of 
convergence in the use of similar words, is a significant predictor of outcomes in 
hostage negotiations (Taylor & Thomas, 2008), in police interrogation (Richardson 
et al., 2014) and romantic relationships (Ireland et al., 2011). 
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Modern technology has been increasingly facilitating the research job of 
extracting linguistic features from negotiation conversations. Some examples have 
been the use of Linguistic Deception Cues (LDC) to detect deception in online text 
(Zhou et al., 2004a,b); Dialog Act Modeling (DAM) to profile online conversations 
(Twitchell & Nunamaker 2004); or Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) to 
predict the completeness of the bereavement process after the death of a loved-one 
(Pennebaker et al. 1997; Pennebaker et al. 2007). LIWC has helped to identify that 
liars by commission use more third-person pronouns, numbers, and profanity and 
liars by omission use fewer words and a lower percentage of causation words than 
non-liars do (Van Swol, Braun & Malhotra, 2012).  
When it comes to the increasing use of automated technologies to identify 
linguistic use or convergence, they are not without their drawbacks when compared 
to human coders. For example, LIWC 2015 does not analyze body language, tone, 
rhythm, etc., nor the context around a certain word, but rather it just counts the 
words that match its dictionaries and fit the chosen criteria. Such counting can 
potentially include words spoken with a different, ironic or frivolous contextual 
meaning and lead to biased results. As such, the LIWC considers a statement such 
as “I am happy today is Friday” as an expression of positive emotion, even if this 
use of the word “happy” happens to be frivolous in the negotiation context. Because 
automated sentiment analysis is more mechanical and context-independent, its 
accuracy can underperform that of human raters, even though it can present 
accurate classifications at the rate of 63 – 80% (Kleinberg, Van Der Toolen, Vrij, 
Arntz, & Verschuere, 2018). Maybe for these reasons, much research on language 
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in negotiations used to rely on human coders (Nuendorf, 2001). However, there 
seems to be a growing number of related research opting for automated language 
detection (e.g., Adair, & Loewenstein, 2013; Bayram, & Ta, 2019; Brett et al. 2007; 
Donohue, Liang, & Druckman, 2014; Hine et al. 2009; Huffaker et al., 2011; 
Ireland, & Henderson,  2014; Olekalns, & Smith, 2009; Sagi, & Diermeier, 2017; 
Swaab, Maddux, & Sinaceur, 2011; Taylor, & Thomas, 2008; Wilson et al., 2016). 
Indeed, LIWC2015 compensates for the above drawbacks by being more rigorous 
(Jurafsky & Martin, 2000), reducing human error and subjectivity (Huffaker et al., 
2011), and by its superior ability over human coders to process large amounts of 
data or text quickly (Huffaker et al., 2011).  
The literature on sentiment analysis has been demonstrating the importance 
of language use in negotiations and the effectiveness of technology in performing 
these tasks at high accuracy and reliability levels. After all, the words negotiators 
use are potentially the most important means to develop their instrumental and 
relational dynamics (Taylor & Thomas, 2008). In sum, the use of automated 
linguistic analysis can provide significant insights into the language, the 
interpersonal dynamics and the affective displays used to shape the development of 
a negotiation.  
3.2. Research hypotheses 
Negotiation research has extensively observed that there are gender 
differences in processes and outcomes between male and female negotiators. To 
the extent of my knowledge, none of these studies has looked into how the use of 
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affective language moderated by gender differently predicts value creation and 
claiming. Also, the existing literature seems to have not yet settled the debate over 
which emotional display strategies help or hinder male or female negotiators to 
achieve better economic outcomes. Do female negotiators incur less backlash and 
achieve better negotiation outcomes if they display positive emotions (LaFrance, 
Hecht & Paluck, 2003; Tracy and Beall, 2011) or if they refrain from showing 
negative emotions, such as anger, to avoid coming across as acting in socially 
inappropriate ways (Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008; Schaubroeck & Shao, 2012; Van 
Kleef & Côté, 2007)? How about male negotiators, do they suffer less backlash and 
achieve better negotiation outcomes if they display negative emotions (Brescoll & 
Uhlmann, 2008; Sinaceur et al., 2011; Van Kleef & Côté, 2007) or if they refrain 
from showing positive or different negative emotions such as sadness (Brescoll & 
Uhlmann, 2008; Derlega & Chaiken, 1976; Kierstead, D’Agostino, & Dill, 1988; 
Prime & Moss-Racusin, 2009)? Alternatively, does each gender need to worry 
equally about both positive and negative emotional displays when aspiring for 
superior negotiation outcomes (Moss-Racusin, Phelan & Rudman, 2010; Rudman 
& Glick, 2001)? This paper aims to help advance this debate, and thus, I looked 
into how the use of positive or negative emotion verbal communication in a 
negotiation influenced value creation and value claiming while moderated by the 
gender of the negotiator. 
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Figure 1. The primary conceptual research model 
To measure these emotional displays, I employed the LIWC 2015 
automated sentiment analysis software (“LIWC”). I used the LIWC to scan the 
transcripts, identify and count the relevant words that also figure in its affective 
states dictionaries as markers for emotional states (Pennebaker et al., 2003), and 
then categorize said words into broad affective categories (i.e., positive, negative, 
anxiety, anger, and sadness) (Olekalns, & Smith, 2009). The LIWC measured 
positive emotional displays by counting words that related to happiness and 
measured negative emotional displays by counting words that related to anger, 
anxiety, and sadness. LIWC reported its results as the percentage of emotion words 
within each negotiation dialogue transcript. 
The research on emotions and negotiation highlights that negotiators 
expressing positive affect are generally more cooperative than those feeling 
negative (Bower, 1981; Bower & Forgas, 2001; Forgas, 1995; Isen et al., 1978; 
Schwarz & Clore, 1983). Cooperation often positively correlates with value 
creation in negotiations (Jones & George, 1998; Lax & Sebenius, 1992; Sebenius, 
1992). Value creation defines the total value created by the negotiators and is 
Negotiator 
Gender 
Positive emotion 
language 
Value Creation 
Value Claiming 
Negative emotion 
language 
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operationalized based on the total value included in the outcome of a negotiation. 
Value claiming is operationalized based on the share of the total value or outcome 
that each negotiator individually secured. 
Gender stereotypes have individuals expecting female negotiators to be 
accommodating, softer and more relationship oriented, while male negotiators are 
competitive, harder and more economically oriented (Kulik & Olekalns 2012; 
Pruitt 1981). Both female and male negotiators will suffer backlash (Rudman & 
Phelan, 2008) if they commit stereotype violations and attempt to negotiate in role 
incongruent ways (Elangovan & Shapiro 1998; Hilty & Carnevale 1992; Moss-
Racusin, Phelan & Rudman, 2010).   
Research has found that when a female negotiator displayed positive 
emotions, seen as more prosocial and non-dominant “nice” behaviors, such as 
smiling or complimenting (Carli, LaFleur, & Loeber, 1995; Eagly et al., 1992; 
Rudman & Glick, 2001), they are less susceptible to backlash as they are behaving 
in gender-stereotypic role congruent ways. By not having to face backlash, female 
negotiators would suffer less of its policing or resistance effects, and thus would 
have fewer obstacles to claim value. However, the extant literature also has shown 
that non-agentic, communal and gender-stereotype conforming female negotiators, 
who potentially portray positive emotions, claim less value for themselves than the 
stereotypical agentic male negotiators do (Amanatullah & Tinsley, 2013; 
Amanatullah, Morris & Curhan, 2008; Bowles & McGinn, 2008b; Curhan et al., 
2008; Stuhlmacher & Poitras, 2010; Wade, 2001). As such, there seems to be a 
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standing debate over the value of female negotiators expressing positive affects. 
Moreover, several authors recommend that female negotiators behave positively to 
enhance both their social and economic outcomes (LaFrance, Hecht & Paluck, 
2003; Kulik & Olekalns, 2012; Tracy & Beall, 2011).  
On the other hand, male negotiators are under the gender stereotype 
expectation to show aggression (Collinson & Hearn, 1996; Tannen, 1994) and 
dominance (Daubman et al., 1992; Heatherington et al., 1998; Miller et al., 1992; 
Rudman, 1998). Thus, male negotiators showing positive affects or adopting 
cooperative strategies signal weakness or a stereotype violation, thereby triggering 
a backlash, which will likely undermine their value creation or claiming outcomes 
(Curhan & Overbeck, 2008).  
Because female negotiators are expected and recommended to display 
positive emotions to avoid backlash effects and male negotiators might suffer such 
backlash if they do express the same positive emotions, I hypothesized that female 
negotiators who displayed positive emotion language would both create and claim 
more value than male negotiators. 
H1: Degree of positive emotion language and gender interact such that the 
increased use of positive emotion language positively predicts value 
claiming (H1a) and value creation (H1b) more strongly for female than 
for male negotiators. 
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Concerning negative affects, sadness or anger correlated negatively to 
performance, especially under competition (Kassinove et al., 2002; Knapp & Clark, 
1991). Indeed, angry negotiators reduced cooperation and achieved lower joint 
gains (Allred et al., 1997; Friedman et al., 2004; Kopelman et al., 2006; Van Dijk 
et al., 2008; Van Kleef et al., 2004a & 2004b). Meanwhile, other negative affective 
states (i.e., guilt and anxiety) have enhanced cooperation (e.g., Frijda, 1986; 
Roseman, 1984; Scherer et al., 2001; Smith et al., 1993) and potentially value 
creation, but anxious negotiators seem to claim less value and secure worse 
outcomes (Brooks & Schweitzer, 2011). Negotiators conceded more to angry than 
to neutral or happy counterparts, when they perceived anger as a signal of toughness 
(Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006) or threat potential (Averill, 1982; Sinaceur & Neale, 
2005; Sinaceur et al., 2011), but not if the anger was seen as culturally (Adam et 
al., 2010; Kopelman & Rosette, 2008) or socially inappropriate (Van Kleef & Côté, 
2007). Differently from anger, expressing sadness conveyed sympathy, need, 
weakness and concern (Horberg, Oveis & Keltner, 2011), elicited compassion and 
empathy (Eisenberg et al., 1989; Horstmann, 2003; Small & Verrochi, 2009), and 
finally it increased concession making when the negotiation was morally significant 
for the negotiator (Dehghani., Carnevale, & Gratch, 2014).  
While male negotiators can display negative affects, such as anger, 
congruent with their gender stereotypes and even benefit from them, female 
negotiators who display anger are stereotype transgressing and will likely suffer 
backlash (Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008). Male negotiators who display a gender 
normative anger may not incur any economic penalties, but female negotiators who 
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display a gender normative sadness can still be seen as weak and thus achieve lower 
economic outcomes than male negotiators. While sadness may be a counter-
normative behavior for male negotiators, the literature still seems to suggest that 
sadness displays affect a male negotiator’s outcomes less than either anger or 
sadness displays affect a female negotiator’s outcomes. As a result, I hypothesized 
that negative emotional displays would hinder both a female negotiator’s value 
creation and claiming performances. 
H2: Degree of negative emotion language and gender interact such that the 
increased use of negative emotion language negatively predicts value 
claiming (H2a) and value creation (H2b) more strongly for female than 
for male negotiators. 
Consistent with the secondary purpose of this research, I also looked into 
how the dyad gender composition influences value creation and claiming in 
negotiations. The research on negotiation and dyad gender composition seems to 
suggest that gender pairing reduced women’s willingness to initiate (Eriksson & 
Sandberg, 2012), trust (Olekalns et al., 2011), cooperate or persist in negotiations 
with other women (Olekalns, 2014). Moreover, female negotiators also increased 
their frustration under conflict, competition, retaliation and inefficiency with other 
women (Scharleman et al., 2001; Schroth et al., 2005; Sutter et al., 2009). Dyad 
gender composition acted as a backlash boundary condition and affected the female 
negotiator’s social outcome when negotiating with other women (Olekalns et al., 
2011). As such, FF dyads may negotiate worse economic outcomes than MM dyads 
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due to women’s escalating competitiveness and relational damage, and not their 
greater willingness to accommodate when facing other female negotiators 
(Olekalns, 2014). No research seems to have looked at the influence of dyad gender 
composition on value creation efforts or economic outcomes in negotiations. For 
the above reasons, I hypothesized that dyads with at least one male negotiator 
created more value than dyads with female negotiators. 
H3: Dyadic gender composition predicts value creation in negotiations so that 
MM negotiation dyads create more value than FM (H3a) or FF 
negotiation dyads (H3b) and FM negotiation dyads create more value 
than FF negotiation dyads (H3c). 
Besides value creation, I am also interested in measuring the difference in 
value claiming between male and female negotiators. Once value creation is 
considered done, measuring if male or female negotiator claimed more value in 
same-sex dyads looked like a zero-sum exercise from a gender perspective. For 
example, the more value a female negotiator claimed in a same-sex dyad, the less 
the other female negotiator had left. As such, to appreciate the negotiation 
differences between genders in their value claiming ability, I hypothesized that 
male negotiators, less burdened by a social backlash and apter or even more 
expected to use competitive strategies, claimed more value than female negotiators 
when in a mixed-sex dyad. 
H4: Male negotiators claim more value than female negotiators in FM dyads. 
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3.2.1. Exploratory Research Questions 
Because I collected data on gender, dyad gender compositions (i.e., MM, 
FM, and FM) and affective displays (i.e., positive, negative, anxiety, anger, and 
sadness), I chose to explore some additional research questions, namely: 
 Did the degree of use of the different affective languages (i.e., 
positive, negative, anxiety, anger, and sadness) influence 
negotiation outcomes (value claimed or created)? 
 Did gender influence negotiation outcomes (value claimed or 
created)? More specifically, did men or women create or claim more 
value than the opposite gender? 
 Did the degree of use of the different affective languages (i.e., 
positive, negative, anxiety, anger, and sadness) influence 
negotiation outcomes (value claimed or created), moderated by dyad 
gender compositions (i.e., MM, FM, and FM). 
 Would the operationalization of value claiming (DV) as a 
percentage of value creation (DV), instead of as an absolute score, 
reveal new correlations due to the relative nature of value claiming 
between negotiators? 
 Did the degree of use of both positive and negative emotion 
languages interact together to influence negotiation outcomes (value 
claimed or created), moderated by gender? 
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 Did the interaction of the degree of use of similar (i.e., positive–
positive, negative–negative, anxiety–anxiety, anger–anger and 
sadness–sadness) or different (i.e., positive vs. negative and 
negative vs. positive) affective languages by the two negotiators 
influence negotiation outcomes (value claimed or created), 
moderated by gender? 
Since the above are just exploratory questions, I am not reviewing the literature or 
hypothesizing a directional effect, but instead just exploring if there is any effect. I 
present a summary outcome of these additional analyses in the Results section. I 
elaborate further on these questions in the Discussion section, without making any 
strong theoretical claims. The full analyses and results are available by contacting 
the author. 
3.3. Methodology  
3.3.1. Power and sample size estimations 
I conducted a power analysis to calculate our sample size and assess the 
probability that our experiment would be able to detect our hypothesized effects if 
they were present. I assumed a significance level of .05 for all our regressions. 
Considering that our regressions included either main effects (“male negotiators 
claim more value than female negotiators in FM dyads.”) or a single moderator 
(“the use of positive emotion language positively predict value creation for male 
negotiators”), I had no more than three predictors in any given analysis. I chose to 
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follow the convention and pursue a power level of 80% for our study. Considering 
the myriad of variables influencing negotiation outcomes in general, I expected the 
magnitude of my hypothesized effects to have a Cohen’s d of 0.1, i.e., quite small 
as per the standard in psychological research (Cohen, 1988). Finally, I entered these 
variables in an online a priori sample size calculator for multiple regression and 
reached a minimum sample size of 112 participants.  
3.3.2. Participants 
Participants were 300 MBA students in their core OB course. The students 
were part of a mandatory in-class negotiation role-play and could opt-in as 
participants in the research. Out of the initial 300 students, 256 participants agreed 
to participate in the study. As their participation required the consent of all parties 
to the negotiation and because some failed to submit the video or audio recording 
of their negotiations, our sample dropped to 205 participants, or 101 dyads and one 
triad who had all parties consent to participate in the study.  
Because one audio recording was of extremely poor quality, it proved 
impossible to transcribe or run the sentiment analysis on it properly. As such, I 
removed that dyad from the data set. Also, I removed another three dyads. Two 
dyads had point scores below the specified value of their BATNAs (one even had 
a negative score), suggesting they failed to understand the exercise. The parties in 
the third dyad both mistakenly received the same side of the role-play (both were 
Directors instead of Director and Producer). Finally, there was one triad that formed 
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voluntarily during the exercise and, since it did not fit the research parameters, I 
removed it from the dataset. 
Finally, the experiment had 194 participants in 97 dyads (46 male-male, 39 
female-male, and 12 female-female). This sample size is still well above the 
recommended minimum sample size to have enough power to reduce the risks of 
Type II errors in the statistical analysis phase of this study. The average participant 
was 29.1 years old (SD = 2.3yrs), and they were all fluent in English as a 
prerequisite for joining the MBA program. There were 32.5% female (n = 63) 
participants and 52 nationalities, of which 10% Chinese, 9% Indian, 8% American, 
6% Brazilian, 5% British & Italian each, while the other 46 nationalities had less 
than 4% representation each. 
3.3.3. Materials 
This research relied on an existing two-party scorable negotiation 
simulation, The Player (Schroth & Kramer, 2003, adapted by Maddux & Swaab) 
because it is an exercise extensively used in negotiation research. In this simulation, 
the parties play the role of a movie director or a film producer who have to negotiate 
seven issues relevant to their new potential film project. The case does not present 
a significant power (similar BATNAs) (Olekalns & Kulik, 2011) or status 
difference between the parties. It is short, simple to understand and the Director and 
Producer characters are gender-neutral (Bem, 1981; Miles & Clenney, 2010; Miles 
& LaSalle, 2008; Stuhlmacher & Walters 1999). The role-play has two distributive 
issues (parties’ preferences were in complete opposition), four integrative issues ( 
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tradable preferences, i.e., low cost for A and high value for B in one issue and vice 
versa on another issue) and one congruent or compatible issue (parties had identical 
preferences). Each issue had 5 to 6 potential options, and each option had a point 
payoff indicating the preference of the negotiator for that possible outcome. 
One of the reasons for choosing this simulation was to have a negotiation 
unbiased by power or status cues (Kim, Pinkley, & Fragale, 2005; Magee, Galinsky, 
& Gruenfeld, 2007; Wolfe & McGinn, 2005) in order to isolate the potential gender 
effects better. As such, the role-play presented no significant contextual power 
(Olekalns & Kulik, 2011) or status (Magee & Galinsky, 2008; Miles & Clenney, 
2010; Ridgeway & Walker, 1995) differences between the parties. Besides, the 
simulation had gender-neutral characters and took place within the movie industry 
context to avoid strong social or gender cues and thus prevent the MBA participants 
from easily associating the negotiation with masculine- or feminine-stereotyped 
roles (Kray & Thompson, 2005; Miles & LaSalle, 2008; Miles & Clenney, 2010; 
Rudman & Phelan, 2010; Stuhlmacher & Walters 1999). The choice of gender-
neutral characters aimed to avoid giving any gender a contextual upper hand (Miles 
& Lasalle, 2008). 
The choice of simulation also attempted to reduce type (Bowles, 2013), 
norm (Kray & Gelfand, 2009), and structural (Bowles et al., 2005) ambiguities in 
the experiment to reduce the participants’ reliance on gender stereotypic behaviors 
during the negotiation and their gender differences in performance. The chosen 
short and scorable role-play with clear instructions, and a payoff table reduced 
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structural ambiguity as it presented the negotiators with a high degree of clarity 
over what issues and options were negotiable, legitimate or acceptable, and over 
how to calculate a good outcome. The negotiation role-play context also aimed to 
reduce type ambiguity, as there was a small likelihood that any of the 300 MBAs 
had any significant substantive expertise in the Hollywood film industry. Finally, I 
attempted to reduce norm ambiguity by reinforcing that it was a learning exercise 
and not an evaluative one, which in other studies reduced the female negotiators’ 
reluctance to negotiate (Kray et al., 2001; Kray et al., 2002, Tellhed & Bjorklund, 
2011). Although all of this is speculative, there seems to be little reason to believe 
the chosen negotiation exercise strongly biased the study’s gender results in any 
particular direction.  
3.3.4. Procedures 
Besides the confidential instructions, the OB professor (who was not the 
researcher) gave the participants a briefing with instructions on appropriate role-
play participation to help those who were new to role-plays and to reduce structural 
ambiguity (Bowles et al., 2005). The professor invited as an optional activity that 
both parties audio or video record their negotiation using their phones, tablets or 
laptops, if they wanted to have an option to participate in the research, which 
decision they still could make after finishing the exercise. He reinforced that 
choosing to record their negotiation did not translate into their acceptance to 
participate in the research. The professor also argued that the recording was a 
valuable pedagogical tool for the students anyhow, who then could observe or listen 
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to themselves again and later learn more from their negotiation. Finally, the 
professor suggested that at least one of the two participants, willing to record their 
negotiation, opted for the audio recording, as it was faster and easier to upload the 
file afterward in case they later choose to participate in the research.  
There was no manipulation as the goal of this experiment was to measure if 
women “naturally” use more positive or negative emotion words in negotiation and 
if those then lead to higher value creation or claiming on their part. The professor 
briefing framed the simulation as a learning exercise, and not an evaluative one, to 
minimize female negotiators feeling under observation and thus falling victim to 
stereotype threat effects (Kray et al., 2001; Kray et al., 2002, Tellhed & Bjorklund, 
2011). Similarly, there was no priming of gender or gender-characteristics as 
relevant to the task (Kray et al., 2002) to minimize triggering stereotype threats, 
stereotype regenerations or psychological reactance. I also attempted to create a 
negotiation environment with minimal contextual ambiguity or gender triggers to 
reduce the emergence of gender effects, their relevance or salience within the 
negotiation exercise. Since it was a face-to-face exercise, I could not eliminate 
gender-oriented diffuse social cues attached to the negotiator’s physical 
appearance, names, voice, demeanor, (Chaiken & Eagly, 1983) or others cues for 
stereotype expectations (Gelfand, Major, Raver, Nishii, & O’Brien, 2006), and 
gender stereotypic effects (Stuhlmacher, Citera, & Willis, 2007; Walters et al., 
1998). I also did not act against the gender stereotype “guilty until proven innocent” 
concept (Miles & Clenney, 2010) as I did not specifically disassociate from or show 
gender as non-relevant to the negotiation task (Wagner & Berger, 1997). The goal 
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was to use an exercise that allowed me to identify gender effects in as much of a 
natural and non-gender biased negotiation environment as possible. 
The participants had 15 minutes to read their confidential roles and the 
recording instructions. They then had 30 minutes to negotiate with a chosen partner 
at a quiet and private location of their choosing anywhere within the campus that 
was close to the classroom. We allowed the students to choose their partners given 
that this was an observational study and not a randomized experiment with a 
treatment and control groups. Rosenbaum (2005) suggested that the random 
assignment of participants to groups is not necessary for observational studies. 
Upon returning, they had another 15 minutes to read, complete and eventually sign 
their consent and outcome forms, then hand them to the research assistant. 
Afterward, they had a 20-minute break until the class resumed. Before they left the 
room, they received an instruction sheet on how to upload the video or audio files 
into a safe and individually assigned cloud storage folder so that no one participant 
could access another’s data. The debrief form was sent by the OB professor 
teaching the course at the end of the week to all enrolled students, independently of 
their participation in the experiment. Many of the participants, who signed the 
informed consent, uploaded their files by the end of the week, while many others 
only did so after receiving one to three email reminders. After one month, I stopped 
requesting the recordings, even though there were still a few participants who had 
agreed to participate in the study and not uploaded their files as I interpreted their 
reluctance to upload as either changing their minds about participation or inability 
to prioritize the uploading of their recordings over their other tasks. 
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3.3.5. Outcome Measures 
Negotiation outcomes were measured on whether participants were able to 
negotiate a deal based on the parties’ interests represented within the parameters of 
the dyad’s zone of possible agreement (ZOPA). An outcome was acceptable if the 
terms involved (1) an agreement on all seven issues, and (2) that said agreements 
were within the role-play scoring sheet ZOPA. The negotiators could reach any one 
of 18,574 acceptable deals within a range of 750 to 9,200 points (M = 2,562 pts; 
SD = 1,386 pts) per negotiator (i.e., value claiming) or of 1,600 to 10,000 points (M 
= 5,124 pts; SD = 1,629 pts) for the whole negotiation (i.e., value creation). 
Unsuccessful outcomes involved agreement on less than all seven issues, 
outside of the ZOPA for one or all parties (below 750 pts for one of the negotiators 
or above 10,000 pts collectively), or if the parties reached an impasse (no 
agreement). All participants who uploaded their files reached an agreement. 
Each participant self-reported their outcome and identified their 
counterparty in an individual outcome form. I crosschecked every negotiation result 
with that reported by the counterparty to ensure there were no misunderstandings 
or mistakes while entering the outcome details into the forms, as those at times are 
common in both a classroom setting and in real life. The crosscheck revealed that 
in all dyads, the negotiators separately entered the same agreement as their 
counterparties, which I took as confirmation that the participants made an informed 
and explicit consent to the same deal. The outcome forms asked the participants to 
register their agreement on all seven issues as failure to agree to any missing issue 
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meant no-deal. All participants who sent us their audio/video files reached a deal 
on all seven issues.  
Our dependent variables were value created by the dyad and value claimed 
by each negotiator. Consistent with previous research (Kray et al., 2004), each 
negotiator received one value claiming score, which summed together represented 
the value creation score of the dyad. The value claiming score was the sum of the 
payoffs of each issue secured be the negotiator as per his or her confidential 
instructions. I cross-checked and confirmed that each agreed-upon option between 
both negotiators’ outcome forms to ensure they both entered the same options and 
that their scores were correct. 
3.3.6. Measuring Affective States 
I conducted the observation of the affective dynamics using a unimodal 
automated emotion recognition system based on the software LIWC2015 for 
sentiment or linguistic analysis (Pennebaker et al., 2015). I chose this software 
based on how well it fulfilled the requisites of the “ideal” automatic analyzer of 
human affective information (Pantic et al., 2005). It provides for a generic (e.g., 
participant’s physiognomy, sex, age, and ethnicity independent) unimodal 
observation, robust in naturalistic conditions (e.g., the presence of ambient noise, 
voice moving in and out of microphone optimal range, etc.) and capable of temporal 
analyses in quartiles. Unfortunately, this technology still presents shortcomings 
concerning the ideal analyzer, most prominently its limitations around context-
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sensitivity (Pantic & Rothkrantz, 2003) as already described earlier in this 
dissertation. 
The LIWC software scanned the transcripts for the frequency of occurrence 
of affective words that match the words contained in the LIWC dictionaries. The 
LIWC Affective words dictionaries contain over 3200 words divided into Affective 
Processes, Positive and Negative emotions, and the latter divided further into three 
emotions (Anger, Anxiety, and Sadness)1. Previous research has successfully used 
the ‘positive affect’ and ‘negative affect’ categories of the LIWC (Coppersmith, 
Dredze & Harman, 2014; De Choudhury et al., 2013) as tools for the psychometric 
analysis of language data (Pennebaker et al., 2007). I divided each reading per 
negotiation process quartile and compiled a total score for each dimension for the 
negotiation process as a whole. Below is an example of the words in the different 
LIWC’s dictionaries that allow the software to match the words and recognize the 
different affective processes within a transcript, as per their dictionary name: 
 Affective Processes: happy, ugly, bitter 
o Positive Emotions: happy, pretty, good 
o Negative Emotions: hate, worthless, enemy 
 Anxiety: nervous, afraid, tense 
 Anger: hate, kill, pissed 
 Sadness: grief, cry, sad 
                                                 
1 Retrieved on January 29, 2019 from 
https://repositories.lib.utexas.edu/bitstream/handle/2152/31333/LIWC2015_LanguageManual.pdf 
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http://lit.eecs.umich.edu/~geoliwc/LIWC_Dictionary.htm 
I sent all of the students self-recorded audio and video files to a high-quality 
professional transcription service under a confidentiality agreement. I then ran the 
sentiment analysis on all transcribed negotiation scripts through the LIWC 2015 
software and tabulated the results in an excel spreadsheet. 
4. Results 
I used an alpha level of .05 for all statistical tests. I conducted preliminary 
analyses to ensure there were no violations of the assumption of normality, 
linearity, multicollinearity, and homoscedasticity in all regressions. 
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Table 1 
Gender variables, emotion language variables, negotiation outcome variables, and dyad gender composition variables: 
Correlations and Descriptive Statistics (N = 194) 
 
Variables 
Gende
r VCl VCr Aff Pos Neg Anx Ang Sad Dyad DMM DFM DFF 
Gender  
            
Value Claiming -0.092  
           
Value Creation -
.195** 
.409**  
          
Affective language 0.126 0.049 0.063  
         
Positive language .155* 0.053 0.059 .962*
* 
 
        
Negative language -0.103 0.004 -0.060 .162* -
0.080 
 
       
Anxiety language -0.002 0.059 -0.039 0.017 -
0.083 
.336*
* 
 
      
Anger language -0.094 -0.038 -0.024 0.008 -
0.081 
.347*
* 
0.025  
     
Sadness language 0.088 -0.001 0.048 .180* 0.061 .519*
* 
-
0.028 
-
0.002 
 
    
Dyad .736** -0.108 -.264** .144* .169* -
0.083 
0.045 -
0.101 
0.119  
   
Male-Male dyads -
.659** 
0.103 .251** -
0.118 
-
.143* 
0.091 -
0.039 
0.133 -
0.101 
-
.895** 
 
  
Female-Male dyads .307** -0.057 -0.140 0.039 0.053 -
0.070 
0.016 -
0.129 
0.040 .417** -
.779** 
 
 
Female-Female 
dyads 
.542** -0.071 -.173* 0.121 0.137 -
0.034 
0.035 -
0.010 
0.095 .736** -
.357** 
-
.308** 
 
M 0.325 3984.53
6 
7969.07
2 
5.222 4.529 0.549 0.085 0.067 0.148 0.649 0.474 0.402 0.12
4 
SD 0.469 1673.24
8 
1369.53
2 
1.083 1.085 0.251 0.099 0.084 0.141 0.691 0.501 0.492 0.33
0 
Note. N = 194.  For Gender, male is coded as 0 while female as 1; For Dyad, MM is coded as 0, FM is coded as 1 and FF is coded as 2; VCl = 
Value Claiming (DV); VCr = Value Creation (DV); Aff = Affective emotion language; Pos = Positive emotion language; Neg = Negative 
emotion language; Anx = Anxiety emotion language; Ang = Anger emotion language; Sad = Sad emotion language; DMM = Male-Male dyad 
(coded 1 = MM and 0 = FM & FF); DFM = Female-Male dyad (coded 1 = FM and 0 = MM & FF); DFF = Female-Female dyad (coded 1 = FF 
and 0 = FM & MM). 
**. p < 0.01 (2-tailed); *. p < 0.05 (2-tailed). 
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4.1. Primary findings: Negotiation, emotions, and 
gender 
To test H1 and H2, I conducted several hierarchical moderated multiple 
regression or MMR (e.g., Aguinis, 2004) to predict value creation and value 
claiming in negotiations (continuous DVs) based on the use of positive or negative 
emotion words (continuous IVs) moderated by gender (categorical moderator). To 
avoid potentially problematic high multicollinearity with the interaction term, I 
centered the variables on positive, negative, anxious, angry and sad emotion 
languages (Aiken, West & Reno, 1991). I did not center the gender variable since 
it is already dummy coded (0 = Male, 1 = Female). I computed the interaction terms 
between gender and emotion words, and entered the two IV predictors (ex: Step 1: 
Gender and Positive emotion language) and then the interaction term (ex: Step 2: 
Gender x Positive emotion language) into the regression model. 
After running the MMR to test for the influence of positive emotions on 
value claiming moderated by gender (H1a), the regression returned a non-
significant equation (F(3,190) = .930, p = .427) with an R2 of .014. Participants 
predicted value claiming was equal to 3798.049 – 383.049 (Gender) + 66.443 
(Positive emotion language) + 124.856 (Gender x Positive emotion language). 
Gender coding was 0 = Male, 1 = Female, and the measure for positive emotion 
language was the percentage of positive words within the total words used. None 
of the three variables was a significant predictor of value claiming in negotiations: 
gender (b = -383.049, SEb = 261.807, β = -.107, p = .145), positive emotion 
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language (b = 66.443, SEb = 135.885, β = -.043, p = .625) or their interaction term 
(b = 124.856, SEb = 241.949, β = .046, p = .6068). Hence, I cannot support H1a, 
as there is not enough evidence to support that positive emotion expressions predict 
value claiming for women more so than for men. 
 
Figure 2. Interaction plot for positive emotion language and gender (Male = 0, Female = 1) on value 
claiming in negotiation. 
When running the MMR to test for the impact of positive emotions on value 
creation moderated by gender (H1b), the regression returned a significant equation 
(F(3,190) = 3.068, p = .029) with an R2 of .046. Participants predicted value 
creation was equal to 7685.011 – 613.260 (Gender) + 106.162 (Positive emotion 
language) + 30.488 (Gender x Positive emotion language). Gender coding was 0 = 
Male, 1 = Female, and the measure for positive emotion language was the 
percentage of positive words within the total words used. Gender was found to be 
a significant (b =-613.260, SEb = 210.807, β = -.210, p =.004) predictor of value 
creation in negotiations, but positive emotion language (b = 106.162, SEb = 
109.415, β = .084, p =.333) and their interaction term (Gender x Positive emotion 
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language) (b = 30.488, SEb = 194.817, β = .014, p =.876) were not significant. As 
such, I cannot support H1b either as there is not enough evidence to support that 
positive emotion expressions predict value creation for women more so than for 
men. 
 
Figure 3. Interaction plot for positive emotion language and gender (Male = 0, Female = 1) on value 
creation in negotiation. 
When running the MMR to test for the impact of negative emotions on value 
creation moderated by gender (H2b), the regression returned a significant equation 
(F(3,190) = 3.360, p = .020), with an R2 of .050. Participants predicted value 
creation was equal to 8263.851– 616.621 (Gender) – 194.821 (Negative emotion 
language) – 986.357 (Gender x Negative emotion language). Gender coding was 0 
= Male, 1 = Female, and the measure for negative emotion language was the 
percentage of negative words within the total words used. Gender was found to be 
a significant (b = -616.621, SEb = 208.536, β = -.211, p =.004) predictor of value 
creation in negotiations such that the main effect between gender and value creation 
suggests that men create more value than women. However negative emotion 
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language (b = -194.821, SEb = 448.151, β = -.036, p = .664) and their interaction 
term (Gender x negative emotion language) (b = -986.357, SEb = 896.890, β = -
.091, p =.273) were not significant. Hence, I cannot support H2b, as there is not 
enough evidence to support that negative emotion expressions predict value 
creation for women more so than for men. 
 
Figure 4. Interaction plot for negative emotion language and gender (Male = 0, Female = 1) on value 
creation in negotiation. 
To further understand this significant interaction and because our affective 
data observation method (LIWC2015) allowed us to break down negative emotions 
into three separate emotions (anger, anxiety, and sadness), I ran separate MMRs on 
the displays of specific negative emotions and value creation. I found that the 
interaction terms between gender and anxious emotion language (b = -3574.667, 
SEb = 2059.702, β = -.151, p =.084), gender and angry emotion language (b = -
2493.601, SEb = 2728.439, β = -.075, p =.362), and gender and sad emotion 
language (b = -924.204, SEb = 1461.065, β = -.055, p =-.633) were not significant 
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predictors of value claiming. I cannot support the argument that men create more 
value than women based on their use of anxious, angry or sad emotion languages. 
I also ran the MMR to test for the impact of negative emotions on value 
claiming moderated by gender (H2a), the regression returned a non-significant 
equation (F(3,190) = 2.020, p = .086), with an R2 of .031. Participants predicted 
value claiming was equal to 3785.601 – 388.627 (Gender) + 539.245 (Negative 
emotion language) – 2318.936 (Gender x Negative emotion language). Gender 
coding was 0 = Male, 1 = Female, and the measure for negative emotion language 
was the percentage of negative words within the total words used. Gender (b = -
388.627, SEb = 257.380, β = -.109, p =.133) and negative emotion language (b = 
539.245, SEb = 553.118, β = .081, p = .331) were not found to be significant 
predictors of value claiming in negotiations, but their interaction term (Gender x 
negative emotion language) (b = -2318.936, SEb = 1106.960, β = -.175, p =.038) 
was significant. Hence, I can support H2a, as there is enough evidence to support 
that negative emotion expressions negatively predict value claiming for women 
more so than for men. 
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Figure 5. Interaction plot for negative emotion language and gender (Male = 0, Female = 1) on value 
claiming in negotiation. 
To further understand this significant interaction and because our affective 
data observation method (LIWC2015) allowed us to break down negative emotions 
into three separate emotions (anger, anxiety, and sadness), I ran separate MMRs on 
the displays of specific negative emotions and value claiming. I found that the 
interaction terms between gender and anxious emotion language (b = 112.486, SEb 
= 2545.789, β = .004, p =.965), and gender and angry emotion language (b = -
5499.512, SEb = 3312.480, β = -.136, p =.098) were not significant predictors of 
value claiming.  Finally, the interaction term between gender and sad emotion 
language was found to be a significant negative predictor of value claiming (b = -
3720.283, SEb = 1797.940, β = -.182, p =.040). Results indicated that sad emotion 
expressions negatively predict value claiming for women more so than for men. 
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Figure 6. Interaction plots for sad emotion language and gender (Male = 0, Female = 1) on value 
claiming in negotiation. 
4.2. Secondary findings: Dyad composition and 
negotiation outcomes 
I then moved on to our secondary findings. I ran a multiple regression to 
test H3 and examine if the negotiation dyad gender composition (categorical IVs: 
MM, FM or FF) predicted value creation in negotiations (continuous DV). The 
regression found a significant equation (F(2,95) = 3.592, p = .001), with an R2 of 
.071. Participants’ predicted value creation was equal to 8330.435 – 594.537 (FM 
Dyad) – 988.768 (FF Dyad), where MM Dyad was the omitted group. The coding 
for FM Dyad was 0 = Non-FM Dyad (either MM or FF dyads), 1 = FM Dyad. The 
coding for FF Dyad it was 0 = Non-FF Dyad (either MM or FM dyads), 1 = FF 
Dyad. Value creation decreased 594.537 points for FM dyads and 988.768 for FF 
dyads as compared to MM dyads. Both FM (b = -594.537, SEb = 291.124, β = -
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.213, p = .044, d = .45) and FF (b = -988.768, SEb = 433.535, β = -.238, p = .025, 
d = .77) dyads were significant predictors of value creation in negotiation.  
To check the significance of the differences in value creation between MM, 
FM and FF dyads, I ran an independent-samples t-test to compare the value creation 
among these dyad compositions (i.e., MM and FM, FM and FF, and MM and FF). 
There was a significant difference in the value creation scores for MM dyads (M = 
8330.43, SD = 1259.92) and FF dyads (M = 7341.67, SD = 1391.34) conditions; 
t(56) = 2.371, p = 0.021. Similarly, there was a significant difference in the value 
creation scores for MM dyads (M = 8330.43, SD = 1259.92) and FM dyads (M = 
7735.90, SD = 1408.81) conditions; t(83) = 2.053, p = 0.043. However, there was 
not a significant difference in the value creation scores for FF dyads (M = 7341.67, 
SD = 1391.34) and FM dyads (M = 7735.90, SD = 1408.81) conditions; t(49) = 
0.850, p = 0.399. These results suggest that MM dyads really create more value in 
negotiations than FM or FF dyads, but that FM dyads do not significantly create 
more value than FF dyads. In sum, there is enough evidence to support that MM 
dyads do create more value than FM (H3a) and FF (H3b) dyads in negotiations, but 
there is no significant support to assert that FM dyads create more value than FF 
dyads (H3c). 
Finally, I again used a MMR to test our H4 to see whether male negotiators 
claimed more value than female negotiators in mixed-gender dyads. The regression 
found a non-significant equation (F(1,95) = 1.725, p = .167), with an R2 = .053. 
Participants’ predicted value claiming was equal to 4386.957 – 141.123 (Gender) 
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– 671.572 (Dyad gender composition) – 131.954 (Gender x FM Dyad). Coding for 
Gender was 0 = Male, 1 = Female, and for dyad gender composition was 0 = single-
gender (MM or FF) dyad, 1 = mixed-gender (FM) dyad. Value claiming decreased 
by 500.134 points for female negotiators and by 219.718 points in FM dyads as 
opposed to single-sex dyads, but it increased by 390.134 points for female 
negotiators in FM dyads. However, neither gender (b = -141.123, SEb = 521.259, 
β = -.038, p = .787), gender dyad composition (b = -671.572, SEb = 394.557, β = -
.204,  ) nor their interaction effect (b = -131.954, SEb = 755.042, β = -.175, p = 
.862) were significant predictors of value claiming. Hence, there is not enough 
support for H4, so I cannot support the argument that men claim more value than 
women based on dyad gender composition. 
4.3. Exploratory research questions and additional 
statistical analysis 
The primary purpose of this research is to test the interaction effect of 
gender and affective language on negotiation outcomes. While not the purpose of 
this study, my data collection allowed me to run several exploratory analysis on 
several research questions. Below were some of the additional analysis that I ran 
on the data generated from the above observations (N=194). 
4.3.1. Main effects 
Below I describe the results of a few main effects that I tested: a) the 
influence of affective language on value creation and claiming, b) if men or women 
SMU LKCSB PhD in Business (General Management) PhD Dissertation 
By Horacio Falcão March 1, 2019 102 
 
created or claimed more value than the opposite gender and c) if gender dyad 
composition influenced negotiation outcomes. 
Based on the literature review and independently from gender, positive 
emotional displays seem more conducive to collaboration (Barsade, 2002; Forgas, 
1998) and thus potentially more conducive to value creation. Conversely, positive 
emotional displays may signal satisfaction and thus receive fewer concessions (Van 
Kleef et al., 2004a), leading to lower value claiming. As a result, the main effects 
we would predict relating to positive emotional displays are that they will increase 
value creation, but reduce value claiming. Concerning negative emotional displays, 
the literature seems to suggest the opposite. Negative emotional displays (e.g., 
anger or sadness), under certain circumstances, seem to influence the counterparty 
into giving more concessions (Averill, 1982; de Melo, Carnevale, & Gratch, 2011; 
Sinaceur & Neale, 2005; Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006; Sinaceur et al., 2011; Sinaceur 
et al., 2015; Van Kleef et al., 2004a;), but such negative displays also may reduce 
collaboration and increase impasses (Allred et al., 1997). As such, the main effects 
we would predict relating to negative emotional displays are that they will increase 
value claiming, but reduce value creation. 
I then conducted four linear regressions to predict value creation and 
claiming in negotiations (continuous DVs) based on the use of positive or negative 
emotion words (continuous IVs). All the regressions returned non-significant 
results. 
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Based on the literature review and independently from emotional displays, 
gender and negotiation theory seem to suggest that male negotiators on average 
secure better economic outcomes than female negotiators (Amanatullah & Tinsley, 
2013; Bowles & McGinn, 2008b; Kray et al., 2001; Kray et al., 2002; Stuhlmacher 
& Poitras, 2010; Tellhed & Bjorklund, 2011; Wade, 2001). Thus, the suggestion is 
that men claim more value when negotiating with women. However, the literature 
also suggests that men secure higher economic outcomes than women even when 
negotiating with other men because, for example, women tend to consider fewer 
issues to be negotiable than men (Babcock & Laschever, 2003). Thus, male 
negotiators may actually create more value than female negotiators as well. In sum, 
the main effects we would predict relating to gender is that male negotiator will 
create and claim more value than female negotiators. 
To test these main effects, I conducted two linear regressions to predict 
value creation and claiming in negotiations (continuous DVs) based on gender 
(categorical IVs). The regression on the difference in value claiming based on 
gender returned a non-significant result (p = .201), which suggests that male 
negotiators do not claim more value than female negotiators. However, the 
regression on the difference in value creation based on gender returned a significant 
equation (F(1,193) = 7.559, p = .007) with an R2 of .038. Participants predicted that 
value creation was equal to 8153.435 – 567.721 (Gender). Gender coding was 0 = 
Male, 1 = Female. Gender (b = -567.721, SEb = 206.495, β = -.195, p = .007) was 
a significant predictor of value creation in negotiations. This result suggests that 
male negotiators do create more value than female negotiators. 
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In addition, I also conducted two linear regressions to predict value creation 
and claiming in negotiations (continuous DVs) based on gender dyad composition 
(categorical IVs). The regression on the difference in value claiming based on dyad 
gender composition returned a non-significant result (p = .252), which suggests that 
MM dyads do not claim more value than FM or FF dyads. However, the regression 
on the difference in value creation based on dyad gender composition returned a 
significant equation (F(1,95) = 7.143, p = .009) with an R2 of .070. Participants 
predicted that value creation was equal to 8153.435 – 524.094 (Dyad). Dyad coding 
was 0 = MM, 1 = FM, 2 = FF. Dyad gender composition (b = -524.094, SEb = 
196.094, β = -.264, p = .007) was a significant predictor of value creation in 
negotiations. This result suggests that MM dyads create more value than FM and 
FF dyads. 
4.3.2. Operationalization of Value Claiming (DV) as a 
percentage of Value Creation 
Following the standard in negotiation research, I operationalized value 
claiming (DV) as the total absolute raw points scored by each negotiator 
individually. In order to explore the relative nature of value claiming, independently 
of value created, whereas for one negotiator to get more, the other has to get less, I 
also explored a different operationalization of value claiming (DV), moving from 
absolute to relative scores. For that purpose, I reran the hierarchical moderated 
multiple regression or MMR (e.g., Aguinis, 2004) to predict value claiming in 
negotiations (continuous DV) based on the use of positive or negative emotion 
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language (continuous IVs) moderated by gender (categorical moderator). This time 
however I operationalized value claiming (DV) as a percentage of the value created 
that each negotiator individually secured (e.g., negotiator 1 claimed 57% of the total 
value created, while negotiator 2 claimed only 43%).  
After running several MMR to test for the influence of different affective 
languages (i.e., positive, negative, anxiety, anger, and sadness) on value claiming 
(operationalized as a percentage of value creation) moderated by gender, the 
regressions returned mostly non-significant results. The only exception was the use 
of sadness language, which seemed to correlate negatively with value claiming 
(operationalized as a percentage of value creation). The regression for the influence 
of sadness language moderated by gender on this new operationalization of value 
claiming returned a non-significant equation (F(3,190) = 1.400, p = .244) with an 
R2 of .022. Participants predicted value claiming was equal to .488 – .001 (Gender) 
+ .103 (Sad emotion language) – .415 (Gender x Sad emotion language). Gender 
coding was 0 = Male, 1 = Female, and the measure for sadness language was the 
percentage of sad words within the total words used. While gender (b = – .001, SEb 
= .029, β = – .003, p = .967) and sadness emotion language (b = .103, SEb = .120, 
β = .076, p = .392) were not significant predictors of value claiming in negotiations, 
their interaction term (b = –.415, SEb =.207, β =–.177, p =.046) was significant. 
This result suggests that sadness displays may reduce value claiming for female 
negotiators comparatively to male negotiators. 
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4.3.3. Dyad gender composition, emotion language, and 
negotiation outcomes 
To explore the potential correlation between the different emotion 
languages and dyad gender compositions, I conducted several hierarchical 
moderated multiple regression or MMR (e.g., Aguinis, 2004) to predict value 
creation and value claiming in negotiations (continuous DVs) based on the use of 
positive or negative emotion words (continuous IVs) moderated by dyad gender 
composition (categorical moderator). To avoid potentially problematic high 
multicollinearity with the interaction term, I centered the variables on positive, 
negative, anxious, angry and sad emotion languages (Aiken, West & Reno, 1991). 
I did not center the dyad variable since it is already dummy coded (0 = MM, 1 = 
FM; 2 = FF). I computed the interaction terms between dyad and emotion words, 
and entered the two IV predictors (ex: Step 1: Dyad and Positive emotion language) 
and then the interaction term (ex: Step 2: Dyad x Positive emotion language) into 
the regression model. 
After running several MMR to test for the influence of different emotion 
languages (i.e., positive, negative, anxiety, anger, and sadness) on value claiming 
moderated by different dyad compositions (i.e., All Dyads, MM, FM, and FM), the 
regressions returned mostly non-significant results. For the most part different 
affective language did not seem to influence value claiming based on dyad gender 
composition. The exceptions were the use of anger emotion language, which 
seemed to correlate negatively with value claiming for all Dyads or FF dyads. 
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The regression for all dyads expressing anger language and its influence on 
value claiming returned a non-significant equation (F(3,93) = 2.469, p = .067) with 
an R2 of .074. Participants predicted value claiming was equal to 4232.462 – 
321.455 (Dyad) + 1309.575 (Anger emotion language) – 7351.483 (Dyad x Anger 
emotion language). Dyad coding was 0 = MM, 1 = FM, 2 = FF, and the measure 
for anger language was the percentage of anger words within the total words used. 
While dyad (b = – 321.455, SEb = 236.186, β = – .137, p = .177) and anger emotion 
language (b = 1309.575, SEb = 2095.536, β = .073, p = .534) were not significant 
predictors of value claiming in negotiations, their interaction term (b = – 7351.483, 
SEb = 3118.776, β = –.276, p = .021) was significant. This result suggests that 
anger displays moderated by the dyad gender composition seem to reduce value 
claiming for FM and FF dyads compared with MM dyads. 
The regression for FF dyads expressing anger language and its influence on 
value claiming returned a non-significant equation (F(3,93) = 1.464, p = .229) with 
an R2 of .045. Participants predicted value claiming was equal to 4037.499 + 30.929 
(FF Dyad) – 66.682 (Anger emotion language) – 16325.249 (FF Dyad x Anger 
emotion language). Dyad coding was 0 = MM or FM, 1 = FF, and the measure for 
anger language was the percentage of anger words within the total words used. 
While FF dyad (b = 30.929, SEb = 505.476, β = .006, p = .951) and anger emotion 
language (b = –66.682, SEb = 1865.908, β = – .004, p = .972) were not significant 
predictors of value claiming in negotiations, their interaction term (b = –16325.249, 
SEb = 8198.641, β = –.210, p = .049) was significant. This regression equation 
returned a very low beta (–16325.249) when compared to the boundaries of the 
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negotiation role-play, its potential total score (10k pts) and the impossibility to go 
below zero, which raises doubt over its reliability. This result may indeed be less 
reliable given the small sample size of the FF Dyad variable (n = 12). Otherwise, 
this result would seem to suggest that anger displays reduce value claiming in FF 
dyads. That said, it may be worth making explicit that both female negotiators may 
reduce their value claiming, since this DV was operationalized based on absolute, 
and not relative, scores. 
After running several MMR to test for the influence of different emotion 
languages (i.e., positive, negative, anxiety, anger, and sadness) on value creation 
moderated by different dyad compositions (i.e., All Dyads, MM, FM, and FM), the 
regressions returned mostly non-significant results. For the most part different 
affective language did not seem to influence value creation based on dyad gender 
composition. The only exception was the use of anger language, which seemed to 
correlate negatively with value creation for all Dyads. 
The regression for all dyads expressing anger language and its influence on 
value creation returned a significant equation (F(3,93) = 4.075, p = .009) with an 
R2 of .116. Participants predicted value claiming was equal to 8302.378 – 557.937 
(Dyad) + 969.527 (Anger emotion language) – 5451.451 (Dyad x Anger emotion 
language). Dyad coding was 0 = MM, 1 = FM, 2 = FF, and the measure for anger 
language was the percentage of anger words within the total words used. While 
anger emotion language (b = 969.527, SEb = 1728.400, β = .064, p = .576) was not 
a significant predictor of value creation in negotiations, dyad (b = – 557.937, SEb 
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= 194.806, β = – .282, p = .005) and their interaction term (b = – 5451.451, SEb = 
2572.369, β = –.242, p = .037) were significant. This result suggests that anger 
displays moderated by the dyad gender composition seem to reduce value creation 
for FM and FF dyads compared with MM dyads. 
Since this is only an exploratory research question, it may be worth noting 
that the regressions returned significant results at an α = 0.1 on the influence of 
anger displays moderated by MM dyads on value creation (p = .054) and claiming 
(p = .063). 
4.3.4. Gender, positive and negative emotion languages, and 
negotiation outcomes 
Another research question that I explored was around the influence of the 
balance of positive and negative emotion languages on value creation or claiming 
moderated by gender. To test this question, I ran two MMR. The regression for the 
balance of positive and negative emotion languages and their influence on value 
creation moderated by gender returned a significant equation (F(6,187) = 2.400, p 
= .029) with an R2 of .071. Participants predicted value creation was equal to 
7792.002 + 2920.985 (Gender) + 103.744 (Positive emotion language) – 169.958 
(Negative emotion language) + 622.609 (Gender x Positive emotion language) + 
5951.977 (Gender x Negative emotion language) – 1427.485 (Gender x Positive 
emotion language x Negative emotion language). Gender coding was 0 = Male, 1 
= Female, and the measures for positive and negative emotion languages were the 
percentage of either positive or negative words within the total words used. In 
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contrast to the significant results of the regression equation, none of the variables 
turned out to be significant predictors of value creation in negotiations. As such, 
there is not enough support to suggest that the balance of positive and negative 
emotions displays, moderated by gender, significantly influences value creation in 
negotiations. 
The regression for the balance of positive and negative emotion languages 
and their influence on value claiming moderated by gender did not return a 
significant equation (F(6,187) = 1.250, p = .283) with an R2 of .039. Participants 
predicted value claiming was equal to 3447.369 – 445.139 (Gender) + 74.366 
(Positive emotion language) + 557.067 (Negative emotion language) + 182.827 
(Gender x Positive emotion language) – 2518.680 (Gender x Negative emotion 
language) + 768.519 (Gender x Positive emotion language x Negative emotion 
language). Gender coding was 0 = Male, 1 = Female, and the measures for positive 
and negative emotion languages were the percentage of either positive or negative 
words within the total words used. None of the variables were significant predictors 
of value claiming in negotiations except for the interaction term between gender 
and negative emotional display ((b = –2518.680, SEb = 1165.135, β =–.190, p 
=.032) 
4.3.5. Gender and the interaction of similar or opposing 
emotional displays on negotiation outcomes 
Another research question that I explored was around the interaction of 
emotional displays (e.g., when both parties display positive emotions) and their 
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influence on negotiation outcomes moderated by gender. I first tested the question 
on the influence of similar affective displays between the negotiators, such as when 
both parties displayed positive emotions, on value creation and claiming, 
moderated by gender. I then tested the question on the influence of different or 
opposing affective displays between the negotiators, such as when one negotiator 
displayed negative emotions and the counterparty displayed positive ones, on value 
creation and claiming, moderated by gender. 
To test the first question on the influence of similar affective displays 
between negotiators on value creation and claiming, moderated by gender, I ran 10 
MMR to account for the use of each affective language (e.g., positive, negative, 
anxious, anger, and sadness) for both value creation and claiming. Several of the 
regressions returned non-significant results. The exceptions were: 
 the influence of similar positive emotional displays on value creation, 
moderated by gender. The regression returned a non-significant equation 
(F(15,81) = 1.590, p = .095) with an R2 of .227. Participants predicted value 
creation was equal to 7864.994 – 9710.359 (Gender of negotiator 1) –
2611.382 (Gender of negotiator 2) – 119.120 (Positive emotional display by 
negotiator 1) + 210.396 (Positive emotional display by negotiator 2) + 
37166.818 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2) + 3.836 
(Positive emotional display by negotiator 1 x Positive emotional display by 
negotiator 2) + 2805.062 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Positive emotional 
display by negotiator 1) + 219.741 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Positive 
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emotional display by negotiator 2) + 2216.437 (Gender of negotiator 2 x 
Positive emotional display by negotiator 1) + 235.463 (Gender of negotiator 
2 x Positive emotional display by negotiator 2) – 7617.934 (Gender of 
negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2 x Positive emotional display by 
negotiator 1) – 8249.590 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2 
x Positive emotional display by negotiator 2) – 657.711 (Gender of 
negotiator 1 x Positive emotional display by negotiator 1 x Positive 
emotional display by negotiator 2) – 10.066 (Gender of negotiator 2 x 
Positive emotional display by negotiator 1 x Positive emotional display by 
negotiator 2) + 1687.304 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2 
x Positive emotional display by negotiator 1 x Positive emotional display 
by negotiator 2). Gender coding was 0 = Male, 1 = Female, and the measure 
for positive emotion language was the percentage of positive words within 
the total words used. Most of the above variables were not significant 
predictors of value creation in negotiations with the exception of the 
interaction terms between the genders of negotiators 1 and 2 (b = 
37166.818, SEb = 13576.297, β =8.958, p =.008), the genders of negotiators 
1 and 2, and the positive emotional displays by negotiator 1 (b = -7617.934, 
SEb = 2968.316, β = -9.453, p =.012), the genders of negotiators 1 and 2, 
and the positive emotional displays by negotiator 2 (b = -8249.590, SEb = 
3023.781, β = -9.766, p =.008), and finally the genders of negotiators 1 and 
2, and the positive emotional displays by both negotiators 1 & 2 (b = 
1687.304, SEb = 631.994, β =10.662, p =.009). 
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 the influence of similar negative emotional displays on value creation, 
moderated by gender. The regression returned a significant equation 
(F(15,81) = 1.962, p = .028) with an R2 of .266. Participants predicted value 
creation was equal to 11522.767 – 3802.068 (Gender of negotiator 1) –
1853.329 (Gender of negotiator 2) – 6369.573 (Negative emotional display 
by negotiator 1) – 6188.540 (Negative emotional display by negotiator 2) + 
6626.574 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2) + 11869.549 
(Negative emotional display by negotiator 1 x Negative emotional display 
by negotiator 2) + 6235.006 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Negative emotional 
display by negotiator 1) + 3530.787 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Negative 
emotional display by negotiator 2) + 6561.071 (Gender of negotiator 2 x 
Negative emotional display by negotiator 1) + 3868.506 (Gender of 
negotiator 2 x Negative emotional display by negotiator 2) – 13515.686 
(Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2 x Negative emotional 
display by negotiator 1) – 11872.573 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of 
negotiator 2 x Negative emotional display by negotiator 2) – 12169.672 
(Gender of negotiator 1 x Negative emotional display by negotiator 1 x 
Negative emotional display by negotiator 2) – 9101.818 (Gender of 
negotiator 2 x Negative emotional display by negotiator 1 x Negative 
emotional display by negotiator 2) + 23451.691 (Gender of negotiator 1 x 
Gender of negotiator 2 x Negative emotional display by negotiator 1 x 
Negative emotional display by negotiator 2). Gender coding was 0 = Male, 
1 = Female, and the measure for negative emotion language was the 
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percentage of negative words within the total words used. Most of the above 
variables were not significant predictors of value creation in negotiations 
with the exception of the negative emotional displays by negotiator 1 (b = 
-6369.573, SEb = 1753.343, β = -1.264, p =.000), the negative emotional 
displays by negotiator 2 (b = -6188.540, SEb = 2369.008, β = -1.017, p 
=.011), and the interaction term between the negative emotional displays by 
both negotiators 1 and 2 (b = 11869.549, SEb = 3460.561, β =1.916, p 
=.001). 
 the influence of similar anxiety emotional displays on value claiming, 
moderated by gender. The regression returned a non-significant equation 
(F(15,81) = 1.269, p = .241) with an R2 of .190. Participants predicted value 
claiming was equal to 4273.874 + 659.461 (Gender of negotiator 1) – 
255.185 (Gender of negotiator 2) + 55.737 (Anxiety emotional display by 
negotiator 1) + 982.968 (Anxiety emotional display by negotiator 2) – 
11.556 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2) + 2851.288 
(Anxiety emotional display by negotiator 1 x Anxiety emotional display by 
negotiator 2) – 5243.152 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Anxiety emotional 
display by negotiator 1) – 2032.100 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Anxiety 
emotional display by negotiator 2) – 29517.580 (Gender of negotiator 2 x 
Anxiety emotional display by negotiator 1) – 7888.643 (Gender of 
negotiator 2 x Anxiety emotional display by negotiator 2) + 5535.837 
(Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2 x Anxiety emotional 
display by negotiator 1) + 29156.194 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of 
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negotiator 2 x Anxiety emotional display by negotiator 2) + 135596.634 
(Gender of negotiator 1 x Anxiety emotional display by negotiator 1 x 
Anxiety emotional display by negotiator 2) + 44790.362 (Gender of 
negotiator 2 x Anxiety emotional display by negotiator 1 x Anxiety 
emotional display by negotiator 2) – 146993.524 (Gender of negotiator 1 x 
Gender of negotiator 2 x Anxiety emotional display by negotiator 1 x 
Anxiety emotional display by negotiator 2). Gender coding was 0 = Male, 
1 = Female, and the measure for anxiety emotion language was the 
percentage of anxiety words within the total words used. Most of the above 
variables were not significant predictors of value claiming in negotiations 
with the exception of the interaction term between the gender of negotiator 
2 and the anxiety emotional displays by negotiator 1 (b = –25306.725, SEb 
= 12258.916, β =–.941, p =.042) and the interaction term between the 
gender of negotiator 1 and the anxiety emotional displays by both 
negotiators 1 and 2 (b = 135596.634, SEb = 66370.694, β =–1.026, p 
=.044). 
 the influence of similar anger emotional displays on value creation, 
moderated by gender. The regression returned a non-significant equation 
(F(15,81) = 1.466, p = .138) with an R2 of .214. Participants predicted value 
creation was equal to 8235.480 + 517.554 (Gender of negotiator 1) – 
510.924 (Gender of negotiator 2) + 1256.588 (Anger emotional display by 
negotiator 1) + 288.301 (Anger emotional display by negotiator 2) + 
315.874 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2) – 4323.723 
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(Anger emotional display by negotiator 1 x Anger emotional display by 
negotiator 2) – 10184.911 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Anger emotional 
display by negotiator 1) – 1651.754 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Anger 
emotional display by negotiator 2) – 25306.725 (Gender of negotiator 2 x 
Anger emotional display by negotiator 1) + 6504.031 (Gender of negotiator 
2 x Anger emotional display by negotiator 2) – 19442.885 (Gender of 
negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2 x Anger emotional display by 
negotiator 1) + 10858.971 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2 
x Anger emotional display by negotiator 2) + 141288.363 (Gender of 
negotiator 1 x Anger emotional display by negotiator 1 x Anger emotional 
display by negotiator 2) – 131392.472 (Gender of negotiator 2 x Anger 
emotional display by negotiator 1 x Anger emotional display by negotiator 
2) + 166010.443 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2 x Anger 
emotional display by negotiator 1 x Anger emotional display by negotiator 
2). Gender coding was 0 = Male, 1 = Female, and the measure for anger 
emotion language was the percentage of anger words within the total words 
used. Most of the above variables were not significant predictors of value 
creation in negotiations except for the interaction term between the gender 
of negotiator 2 and the anger emotional displays by negotiator 1 (b = –
25306.725, SEb = 12258.916, β =–.941, p =.042). 
 the influence of similar sadness emotional displays on value claiming, 
moderated by gender. The regression returned a significant equation 
(F(15,81) = 1.928, p = .032) with an R2 of .263. Participants predicted value 
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claiming was equal to 2870.791 + 470.478 (Gender of negotiator 1) + 
1091.889 (Gender of negotiator 2) + 6731.297 (Sadness emotional display 
by negotiator 1) + 11896.795 (Sadness emotional display by negotiator 2) 
– 2412.744 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2) – 39138.201 
(Sadness emotional display by negotiator 1 x Sadness emotional display by 
negotiator 2) – 3810.826 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Sadness emotional 
display by negotiator 1) – 10796.043 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Sadness 
emotional display by negotiator 2) – 7271.931 (Gender of negotiator 2 x 
Sadness emotional display by negotiator 1) – 10921.191 (Gender of 
negotiator 2 x Sadness emotional display by negotiator 2) + 13966.990 
(Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of negotiator 2 x Sadness emotional 
display by negotiator 1) + 20361.264 (Gender of negotiator 1 x Gender of 
negotiator 2 x Sadness emotional display by negotiator 2) – 10025.648 
(Gender of negotiator 1 x Sadness emotional display by negotiator 1 x 
Sadness emotional display by negotiator 2) + 45519.119 (Gender of 
negotiator 2 x Sadness emotional display by negotiator 1 x Sadness 
emotional display by negotiator 2) – 34799.472 (Gender of negotiator 1 x 
Gender of negotiator 2 x Sadness emotional display by negotiator 1 x 
Sadness emotional display by negotiator 2). Gender coding was 0 = Male, 
1 = Female, and the measure for sadness emotion language was the 
percentage of sadness words within the total words used. Most of the above 
variables were not significant predictors of value claiming in negotiations 
with the exception of the sadness emotional displays by negotiator 1 (b = 
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6731.297, SEb = 3003.320, β = .607, p =.028), the sadness emotional 
displays by negotiator 2 (b = 11896.795, SEb = 5875.506, β = .986, p 
=.046), and the interaction term between the gender of negotiator 1 and the 
sadness emotional displays by negotiator 2 (b = –10796.043, SEb = 
4563.157, β =–.879, p =.020). 
I then ran four MMR to test for the impact of opposing emotional displays 
(i.e., positive and negative) on value creation and claiming moderated by gender. 
The regressions returned only non-significant results. 
The full analyses and results are available by contacting the author. 
5. Discussion 
5.1. Discussion on primary and secondary research 
purposes 
This study aimed to contribute to the negotiation, gender, and emotion 
literature. In negotiation, gender effects are currently heavily linked to stereotypes 
(Kray, Reb, Galinsky, & Thompson, 2004), which seem to translate into 
expectations that women will negotiate more accommodating, softer and more 
relationship oriented, while men will negotiate harder, more competitively and 
more economic-oriented (Pruitt, 1981). Said stereotypes have been blamed for 
several drawbacks, including the onset of stereotype threat (Betz & Sekaquaptewa, 
2012; Steele, 1997) and their “self-fulfilling prophesies” (Rosenthal & Rubin, 
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1978), which can lead to lower performance expectations and lower value deals, 
mainly observed for female negotiators (Kray, Thompson & Galinsky, 2001). 
Another level of gender stereotype influence in negotiations is stereotype 
regeneration (Kray et al., 2002) and psychological reactance (Brehm, 1966), which 
in certain instances increased female negotiators expectations and negotiation 
outcomes compared to male negotiators. 
Deviations from such stereotypes, even if they led to better deals for 
competitive women or more favorable impressions for collaborative men (Curhan 
& Overbeck, 2008), invited resistance or backlash in the form of harsher judgments 
for the women or lower value for the men (Elangovan & Shapiro, 1998; Hilty & 
Carnevale, 1993). In attempts to restore the gender stereotype status quo, 
counterparties may penalize such deviations (Bowles, 2013). Alternatively, 
negotiators may preventively internalize compliance with gender stereotypes 
(conformity), which may help explain why female negotiators adopt more 
accommodating strategies, have lower aspirations, ask for less, display less 
assertiveness, claim less value and achieve lower value deals than male negotiators 
(Amanatullah & Morris, 2010). Extensive research indicates that female, more than 
male, negotiators face a gender negotiation dilemma, where a double-bind traps 
them in a self-perpetuating negative spiral (Ely, Ibarra & Kolb, 2011) and neither 
compliance nor defiance delivers superior social and economic negotiation 
outcomes (Amanatullah & Tinsley, 2013; Olekalns, 2014). 
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For a while now, several authors have been researching and delivering 
different strategies to reduce backlash effects in negotiations for female negotiators 
(Bowles, 2013), mainly divided into two different streams: offsetting negative 
violations (Kulik & Olekalns, 2012) or amplifying positive violations (Kray & 
Thompson, 2005; Rudman & Glick, 2001). For example, female negotiators should 
either reduce their use of negative emotion language or increase their use of positive 
emotion language to avoid the double-bind, minimize backlash risk and increase 
their negotiation performance. Until now, there has not been any research focused 
on measuring how effective any of these particular strategies can be in increasing 
female negotiators’ performance or male’s for that matter. The main findings of our 
study deliver some insight into that question. 
Several authors agree on the benefits of displaying positive emotions in 
negotiations, especially for female negotiators (LaFrance, Hecht & Paluck, 2003; 
Kopelman, Rosette & Thompson, 2006; Mislin, Campagna & Bottom, 2011; Tracy 
& Beall, 2011). Plant et al. (2000) found that gender stereotypes suggest that 
women express more emotions than men do. I ran a z-test (two-sample for means) 
to compare the percentage of expression of several different emotions (i.e., positive, 
negative, anxiety, anger, and sadness) by men (N=131) and women (N=63). There 
was a significant difference in the expression of positive emotion scores for men 
(M = 4.41, SD = 1.08) and women (M = 4.77, SD = 1.06); z = 1.96, p = 0.028. 
However, there was not a significant difference in the expression of all other 
emotions: negative (z = 1.96, p = 0.126), anxiety (z = 1.96, p = 0.983), anger (z = 
1.96, p = 0.156), and sadness (z = 1.96, p = 0.226). These results suggest that 
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women do not significantly express more negative emotions than men do, but they 
expressed more of the positive ones.” While female negotiators may have used 
significantly more positive emotion language than male negotiators, our findings 
returned non-significant results relating to the effect of positive emotion language 
on value creation and claiming for both male and female negotiators. 
When it comes to avoiding negative emotion language, women will at times 
suppress anger displays (Fischer & Evers, 2011), because such displays by women 
are perceived as counter-normative (Ragins & Winkel, 2011; Schaubroeck & Shao, 
2012) and may invite backlash (Olekalns, 2014). Similarly, men displaying sadness 
risk creating impressions of lower effectiveness (Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008) and 
may otherwise benefit from avoiding sad emotion language. Despite several risks 
of reduced negotiation performance (Friedman et al., 2004), negative emotions, 
such as anger (Van Kleef & Sinaceur, 2013), sadness (Sinaceur et al., 2015) and 
disappointment (Lelieveld, Van Dijk, Van Beest, Steinel & Van Kleef, 2011), have 
been found to also have the potential to improve a negotiator’s value claiming 
performance. My analysis did not find significance on the role of negative emotion 
language on value claiming (F(1,195) = 0.016, p = .899, R2 = .000) or even value 
creation (F(1,195) = 0.467, p = .495, R2 = .002) independently of gender.  
I did, however, find that negative emotion language negatively affects value 
claiming for female negotiators, more so than for male negotiators, for whom the 
effects of emotion language were not significant. Looking deeper into specific 
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examples of negative emotion language, I also found that sad emotion language 
significantly predicted a reduction in value claiming by female negotiators.  
In sum, I found no significance on the effect of positive emotion language 
on value claiming or creation by female or male negotiators. I also did not find 
significance on the effect of negative emotion language on value creation by female 
or male negotiators. However, I did find that negative emotion language reduces 
value claiming by female, but not male, negotiators. Our findings suggest that for 
female negotiators it matters more to conform to the expectation not to be negative, 
and especially not sad than to be positive regarding their value claiming. 
Our research on gender dyads validates previous findings that gender 
pairing, not gender alone, has a significant effect on negotiation behavior (Sutter et 
al., 2009), more specifically on value creation. That said, previous research argued 
that same-gender dyads were much more competitive and retaliating than mixed-
gender ones (Sutter et al., 2009), which may have led us to expect that they would 
cooperate less and thus create less value than mixed-gender dyads. However, our 
research did not find support for same-gender dyads achieving lower joint gains or 
worse negotiation outcomes than mixed-gender dyads, but rather that the influence 
of gender pairing on value creation was more nuanced. 
The literature argues that FF dyads are more likely to compete, retaliate, be 
less cooperative, feel frustration when facing disagreements, or experience greater 
loss of trust than FM dyads (Olekalns, Kulik, Simonov & Bradshaw, 2011; 
Scharleman, Eckel, Kacelnik & Wilson, 2001; Schroth, Ben-Chekal & Caldwell, 
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2005; Sutter et al., 2009). Said behaviors likely translate into less value creation 
and thus lower negotiation outcomes. In that regard, our research seems to align 
with previous findings suggesting that FF dyads create less value than FM dyads. 
Voss and Raz (2016) argue that risk, annoyance, confusion, and conflict 
often precede creative solutions. Indeed, value creation is not an easy or lovable 
exercise, but often the results of the hard and persistent work to negotiate creative 
solutions to desires or problems that otherwise would be left unsatisfied. 
Meanwhile, female negotiators persist less than male negotiators when facing 
difficult moments (Babcock & Laschever, 2003), but negotiate more persistently 
with disagreeable men (FM dyads) than with disagreeable women (FF dyads) 
(Bowles & Flynn, 2010). These gender differences in persistence could affect the 
negotiator’s value creation efforts and may help explain the differences I found in 
value creation between MM, FM and FF dyads. MM dyads may have persisted the 
most in the, at times, disagreeable nature of the value creation effort and thus 
created the most value on average. Because female negotiators adjust their 
persistence upward in FM dyads, they may have tolerated the value creation 
disagreeableness longer than when they are in FF dyads and thus created more value 
than FF dyads. FF dyads, in turn, may have suffered from the lowest persistence, 
bypassed or accommodated value creation tensions, and that may potentially have 
hurt their value creation performance.  
Negotiators seem to have extended better offers to, accepted worse offers 
from and lied less to men than women (Ayres & Siegelman, 1995; Kray et al., 2012; 
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Locke & Van Zant, 2012; Solnick, 2001; Solnick & Schweitzer, 1999), which 
together could contribute to men securing better individual negotiation outcomes 
than women. However, in this study, I did not find that male negotiators claimed 
more value than female negotiators. 
The LIWC seems to be a reliable, sensitive, easy and inexpensive way to 
measure affective states. Even though I collected emotion data based on a 
negotiation role-play not designed to elicit strong emotions from the participants, 
LIWC was able to capture even minuscule degrees of emotional expressions. I hope 
that LIWC and other similar technologies will improve emotion readings in future 
research and help us generate more accurate findings to guide better our choices in 
future negotiations.  
5.2. Discussion on exploratory research questions 
The non-significant results on the main effects between affective language 
and negotiation outcomes suggest that the use of positive or negative emotion 
words do not significantly influence value creation or claiming in negotiations 
independently of gender. However, as elaborated further on the Limitations section 
of this dissertation, the role-play was not conducive to strong emotions, and these 
findings may be a consequence of weak emotional scores. Another potential 
interpretation is that the emotional readings did not cross a potential threshold that 
negotiators have towards the degree of positive or negative emotions language 
before changing their behavior. 
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The non-significant difference in value claiming based on gender suggests 
that male negotiators may not claim significantly more value than female 
negotiators, but rather that they create significantly more value. The findings on the 
influence of dyad gender composition on negotiation outcomes seem to align with 
this possibility on the difference of value creation and claiming between male and 
female negotiators. Similarly, the regression on the influence of dyad gender 
composition on value claiming returned a non-significant result, but did present a 
significant effect on value creation. These findings suggest that MM dyads 
significantly create, but do not significantly claim, more value than FM or FF 
dyads. Together, these findings may suggest that male negotiators obtain better 
negotiation outcomes compared to female negotiators based on their potentially 
higher value creation efforts and not value claiming ones. 
When operationalizing value claiming (DV) as a percentage of value 
creation, I found that sadness displays seemed to reduce value claiming for female 
negotiators comparatively to male negotiators. Sinaceur et al. (2015) highlighted 
that sadness increased value claiming, but only under several intersecting boundary 
conditions, which may be hard to attain (see also, Dehghani., Carnevale, & Gratch, 
2014). Sadness expressions can signal weakness and concern (Horberg, Oveis & 
Keltner, 2011), and invite fewer concessions from the counterparty or encourage 
the counterparty to demand more. The primary finding of this research seems 
consistent with the extant literature in that negative and sadness emotional displays 
reduced value claiming (operationalized as an absolute score) for female 
negotiators when compared with male negotiators.  
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The testing around the question on the effect of the different emotion 
languages (i.e., positive, negative, anxiety, anger, and sadness) on value claiming, 
moderated by dyad gender compositions, only returned significant results on the 
negative influence of anger emotion language on value claiming for all Dyads or 
FF dyads. These findings hint that expressions of anger may potentially reduce the 
negotiator’s ability to claim value but mostly, if not only, in FF dyads. FF dyads 
are more likely to compete, retaliate, be less cooperative, feel frustration when 
facing disagreements, or experience more significant loss of trust than FM dyads 
(Olekalns, Kulik, Simonov & Bradshaw, 2011; Scharleman, Eckel, Kacelnik & 
Wilson, 2001; Schroth, Ben-Chekal & Caldwell, 2005; Sutter et al., 2009). My 
exploratory findings around FF dyads and value claiming may suggest that the 
higher competition, distrust, frustration, and retaliation observed in FF dyads could 
combine to increase anger and thus reduce the value claiming performance of its 
negotiators. While consistent with existing theory, I do not want to make any firm 
claims about findings around FF dyads given its low sample size (n = 12). 
Interestingly, the question on the effect of the different emotion languages 
on value creation, moderated by dyad gender compositions, only returned 
significant results on the negative influence of anger emotion language on value 
creation for FM and FF dyads compared with MM dyads. This finding seems 
aligned with the one relating to value claiming and the extant literature shared in 
the above paragraph. In this case, one interpretation may be that the higher 
competition, distrust, frustration, and retaliation observed in FF dyads may increase 
anger to the point of reducing value creation, which may then present the 
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negotiators with a smaller pie from which to claim. In combination, these results 
may suggest that FF dyads do not have a value claiming challenge, but maybe a 
value creation one. Female negotiators were seen to be less persistent when 
negotiating with a disagreeable woman than with disagreeable men (Bowles & 
Flynn, 2010), which could be a case that leads to higher anger emotional displays. 
However, this difference in persistence may reduce and thus negatively affect value 
creation efforts (Voss & Raz, 2016), and ultimately reduce the negotiation 
performance of both women in FF dyads. 
Since this is only an exploratory research question, it may be worth noting 
that the regressions returned significant results at an α = 0.1 on the positive 
influence of anger displays moderated by MM dyads on value creation (p = .054) 
and claiming (p = .063). The change in the direction of the anger effect in value 
creation and claiming between MM and FF dyads could suggest that anger is 
perceived differently (signaling) when displayed by different genders. Anger 
displays by female negotiators more often suffer from person-based attributions 
(ex.: “she is out of control!”), which could hurt the counterparty’s motivation to 
engage or invest in value creation efforts. Meanwhile, male negotiators anger 
displays are more often attributed to situation-based reasons (ex.: “he is reacting to 
the lack of results”) and may redirect the parties efforts towards problem-solving 
and value creation, or at least towards not taking the anger signal in a negative way 
(Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008). Alternatively, the difference in gender pairing and 
emotional display towards value creation could originate from the negotiator 
feeling differently, whereas men are frustrated with the deal and women are 
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frustrated with the counterparty. These different feelings may trigger different 
reactions, whereas the male negotiator may seek to improve the deal and potentially 
engage in superior value creation efforts, the female negotiator may direct her 
efforts towards relationship efforts or even start to reduce her persistence towards 
value creation efforts or reaching a deal with this particular counterparty (Bowles 
& Flynn, 2010). While the extant theory may support these explanations, these are 
post hoc theoretical explanations and only more research can confirm said claims 
or results. 
On the question of the influence of the balance of positive and negative 
emotion languages on value creation or claiming moderated by gender, none of the 
variables turned out to be significant predictors of value creation in negotiations. 
However, somewhat consistent with our primary purpose findings, the interaction 
term between gender and negative emotional display was a significant predictor of 
value claiming, but the influence of negative and positive emotions on value 
claiming, moderated by gender, was not significant. These findings suggest that the 
interaction of negative and positive emotions, moderated by gender, do not 
significantly influence negotiation outcomes. Again, these non-significant results 
may be the consequence of a role-play low in emotional stimulus or from the 
emotions not reaching a high enough threshold to influence the negotiators’ 
behaviors. There is an almost natural logic behind the idea that if someone uses 
significantly more positive than negative words or the other way around, that the 
counterparty would react differently and that this change in reaction could have a 
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bearing in the negotiation outcome. However, the non-significant findings from this 
particular research do not support this idea. 
Finally, on the exploratory question about the impact of similar or opposing 
affective displays (i.e., positive and negative) on negotiation outcomes, moderated 
by gender, the regressions returned only non-significant results for opposing 
affective displays, but a few significant results for similar displays. That said, many 
of the significant results were not about the interaction term between the gender of 
both negotiators and the similar affective displays. The more interesting results 
seem to be around the positive emotional displays from both negotiators having a 
positive effect on value creation, moderated by their gender. This result may 
suggest that there is a positive emotion contagion (Barsade, 2002; Hatfield et al., 
1994; Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2004), which may enhance cooperation 
and value creation, in line with extant theory (e.g., Rigby & Slee, 1993). 
Alternatively, said findings may support other previous research that observed that 
positive emotions enhanced curiosity, exploratory and creative thinking (Kashdan, 
Rose, & Fincham, 2004; Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005; Overbeck et al., 
2010), or that it inspired and energized negotiators to strive for more (Baron, 1990; 
Brown, 1984; Hom & Arbuckle, 1988; Lehr, 1982; Samson & Rachman, 1989; 
Schuettler & Kiviniemi, 2006; Wright & Mischel, 1982),  
In addition, the findings on negative emotional displays individually and by 
both negotiators had significant effects on opposing directions. Individual displays 
had a negative effect on value creation, but when both negotiators did it, the 
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negative displays had a positive effect on value creation. These findings suggested 
that negative feelings alone were detrimental to value creation, as they may have 
signaled value claiming moves or intentions, which competitive streak could have 
undermined the more collaborative value creation efforts. However, these results 
also may suggest that when both negotiators express negative emotions, they may 
realize that there is no power or value claiming advantage on this negotiation move. 
They also may realize that they are both equally frustrated with the deal or that their 
value claiming moves are insufficient. This joint realization, cognitive or 
emotional, may have the negotiators refocus on improving the deal for all before 
resorting again to value claiming. 
Some of these exploratory research questions returned some intriguing 
results that can lead to future research possibilities. It is important to reiterate that 
the above discussions on the exploratory research questions are but post-hoc 
theoretical explanations and only more research can confirm said claims or results. 
6. Limitations 
Despite the technological advances, automated affective recognition 
systems are still far from perfect when striving to model, analyze or interpret the 
complexity, fuzziness, and uniqueness of naturalistic human emotional behavior 
(Gunes et al., 2011). While LIWC probably generated affective readings of good 
quality compared to human coders, it did not capture context, and it only counted 
one of many different communication channels from which to capture emotions, 
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i.e., the choice of words and not facial expression, body language, voice tone or 
pitch. As such, LIWC may miss subtle nuances of language or misinterpret words 
to provide a relatively crude measure of emotion (Olekalns, & Smith, 2009).  
Research has identified that women may use non-verbal cues to express 
disappointment with their male counterparts indirectly (Bowles & Flynn, 2010) and 
also match both the nonverbal and verbal behaviors of the other party towards better 
negotiation outcomes (Flynn & Ames, 2006; Maddux et al., 2008). LIWC missed 
such non-verbally communicated emotions unless the negotiators also verbalized 
the same emotions. Picard and Picard (1997) found that affect recognition improved 
even further when multiple modalities were combined to capture information about 
context, situation, goal, and preferences. As such, future research may benefit from 
the concurrent addition of other automated technologies to capture context or non-
verbal emotional communication modes such as facial expressions, voice, body 
language, gestures, posture, respiration, skin temperature, etc. may enhance the 
quality of affect recognition and create a more accurate database. 
The OB professor, who facilitated the role-play exercise, randomly assigned 
the roles and the seating chart in the classroom. However, he did not randomly 
assign their counterparties, but rather allowed them to choose with whom to 
negotiate. The participants were only in their first month of the MBA program, did 
not have any previous acquaintances in their same class, and had a random and 
diverse set of other students seating around them. Most students, given the short 
time they had to pick a counterparty, chose someone sitting right next to them in 
the classroom and a few random stragglers paired together. Besides, an observation 
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study as this one does not need to assign participants randomly to groups 
(Rosenbaum, 2005) like experiments need to do for internal validity purposes. All 
said and done, the fact that I did not randomly assign the counterparties to the role-
play opened the door for participants to select their counterparty in some predefined 
way that may have biased one or more of the results of this study.  
This research relied on the students to self-record the audio/video of their 
negotiation, which may have generated unclear recordings or prevented the 
transcribers from producing 100% accurate transcriptions of the dialogues. 
Inaccurate transcripts could have led to lower reliability LIWC software readings 
and thus affected our statistical analysis and findings. I attempted to mitigate such 
cascading risks by providing clear and tested recording instructions, by sampling 
the audios and videos to verify their high level of clarity, and by using professional 
grade transcribers and equipment. Despite all of this effort, better recording 
equipment may have captured even more nuanced or clear readings and data, 
created a more accurate emotional database, and thus enhanced the reliability and 
robustness of the software readings. In addition, I used negotiation exercises to 
build this human-affect expression database. Negotiation exercises are a well-
established method in negotiation research to elicit emotions and determine internal 
validity, but emotions generated by such practices are still different from our daily 
emotions within naturalistic settings (Pantic et al., 2005).  
While considerable effort went into finding a simulation that was gender-, 
status- and power-neutral, the movie industry could still signal masculine-
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stereotyped tasks or being a masculine-stereotyped industry, which could then have 
led to a negotiation advantage for male negotiators. Besides, the role-play had a 
large ZOPA, no significant power differences or other contextual factors to 
generate conflict or emotions beyond a typical transactional negotiation. Because 
the role-play also was a low-stakes negotiation (e.g., class exercise with no reward 
for success or penalty for failure), the motivation and thus the emotional 
commitment (and their expression) to perform were probably lower than those of a 
real-life negotiation would have been. Still, the fact that all students found a deal 
suggests that they seemed committed to getting the negotiation right. The 
participants may have perceived power differences or higher usage of power tactics, 
which could have affected their negotiation performance (Kim et al., 2005) and 
interfered with the affective readings. 
The students’ added responsibility to record their negotiation may have 
distracted the students from the main negotiation task and made them a bit too self-
aware and cognitive, thus less emotional or less expressive of such emotions. In the 
future, similar experiments may consider a negotiation role-play more likely to 
generate stronger emotions, both negative and positive, to generate better readings 
and findings. Future investigations also might warn the participants of a recording, 
but have the recording device non-visible to make it less distracting. 
Because all participants were MBA students from roughly the same young 
professional age group, there were few explicit or diffuse cues on a participant’s 
negotiation expertise, which could have signaled a high type ambiguity over their 
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mutually unknown competences or potential contributions and thus triggered a 
subsequent higher-than-designed reliance on gender stereotypic behaviors (Wood 
& Karten, 1986). Moreover, some negotiators may have felt some higher level of 
norm ambiguity over the low degree of clarity about the appropriateness of different 
negotiation behaviors. Future research might examine gender and emotion 
expression using more strongly gender-typed exercises. 
The overall sample size of this dissertation gave us enough power to achieve 
our desired statistical reliability. In relation to the dyad research, one of the cells 
(FF dyad) only had 12 samples and thus probably lacked sufficient data to be stable. 
We highlighted that fact in the Results section and I intend to collect more data 
subsequent to this dissertation to improve the sample size of the FF dyad cell before 
submitting this work for publication. Because the dyad research was just our 
secondary purpose and our sample size gave us enough power for our primary 
purpose (the influence of emotional expression on negotiation outcomes moderated 
by gender), I chose not to interrupt or delay the primary research just to collect 
more data to satisfy the secondary purpose. 
7. Practical Implications and Future Research Directions 
One of the scholarly contributions of our research is the validation and the 
innovative use of automated technology (LIWC2015) to generate an affective 
database of potentially increased accuracy and robustness for negotiation and 
emotions research. Another such implication is the addition to both the literature 
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on negotiation and gender as well as the more specific literature on negotiation, 
gender, and emotion in helping advance the understanding on the impact of 
emotions on negotiation outcomes moderated by gender in general and of negative 
emotions in value claiming for female negotiators in specific. I also hope to have 
contributed to the literature on negotiation and gender, by parsing the effects of 
positive and negative emotion expressions on value claiming and creation by men 
and women, and by providing insights on the role of dyad gender composition on 
negotiation agreements. Finally, while the findings on the influence of negotiation 
dyad gender composition on value creation are not supposed to be interpreted as 
deterministic, I expect to have increased awareness to the importance of this unit of 
study within negotiation and gender research.  
The practical implications of our research are that female negotiators may 
not need to enact the potentially taxing dual negotiation strategy of simultaneously 
improving their positive emotion language, while also reducing their negative 
emotional displays. Instead, our research indicates that female negotiators will 
likely improve their performance just by avoiding negative emotion language, not 
needing to worry as much about positive emotion language. In sum, being positive 
seems less important than being not negative. Even if a successful short-term 
strategy, conforming to gender stereotypes in any way only perpetuates them and 
can legitimately be objected to on ethical grounds. 
This paper described an observational study without any manipulations; 
future research could attempt experimental manipulations to isolate and test 
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different emotion strategies for the different genders and dyad compositions. This 
research also points towards the possibility to increase the reliability of affective 
readings in negotiation and emotions research by adopting multimodal emotion 
recognition systems, i.e., using several different technologies to capture emotions, 
including words, facial expressions, voice, tone, pitch, etc. Research on automated 
affective recognition in computer science has already validated the superior 
accuracy and robustness of multimodal emotion recognition systems over unimodal 
ones (e.g., Busso et al., 2004; Castellano, Kessous & Caridakis, 2008; Chen et al., 
1998; Chen & Rao, 1998; Datcu & Rothkrantz, 2014; De Silva & Ng, 2000; Huang 
et al. 1998; Metallinou, Katsamanis & Narayanan, 2012; Metallinou, Lee & 
Narayanan, 2010; Pantic & Rothkrantz, 2003). However, seeking the advantages of 
multimodal emotion recognition systems have so far meant the challenge of 
integrating the data output from each unimodal method into a single coherent and 
reliable output (Emerich, Lupu & Apatean, 2009; Kessous, Castellano & Caridakis, 
2010; Metallinou, Lee & Narayanan, 2010). So far, such integration has required a 
multisensor data fusion (Chatzis, Bors & Pitas, 1999), which can become 
particularly complex if the technologies produce results on different scales and if 
the sources are non-commensurate, i.e., the technologies are not capturing and 
measuring the same physical phenomena (Hall & Llinas, 1997), such as audio 
(voice), video (facial expression) and text (words).  
Research on emotion, gender, and negotiation have excellent potential and 
practical applicability in our usually highly ambiguous professional environments, 
where negotiators more often rely on gender stereotypes. Besides, negotiators seek 
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and value information learned through emotional inferences in the absence of other 
more concrete or reliable sources of information to decide on how to behave or 
even to evaluate their success in negotiations (Thompson et al., 1995). Expanding 
our understanding of emotions and their role in negotiations can greatly help 
negotiators make better choices as to what, when, where and how to negotiate best 
as well as the gender differences in doing so. A number of my initial findings on 
emotions in negotiations moderated by gender are still in need of better 
understanding of their boundary conditions and interaction effects. For example, is 
there a threshold beyond which the number of negative words is not just a risk 
anymore, but rather it starts to have a ruining effect (Taleb, 2018) on the 
negotiation? Could it be that small anger displays by female negotiators are non-
significant in that they are discounted and not considered a gender stereotype 
violation, but that larger or more severe anger displays do create a serious backlash 
effect? In sum, avenues for future research here are quite open. 
Similar to much of the existing negotiation and gender literature, this 
research validated gender differences in the influence of emotional expressions in 
negotiation performance. In particular, it found that women who use negative words 
in a negotiation claim less value, while it did not find any similar significant results 
for men. However, this being a single study, it is still difficult to conclude that 
negative emotional displays, such as anger, by male negotiators do not have a 
significant potential for an adverse effect after so much research stating their risks 
(e.g., more escalation and lower satisfaction) (Allred et al., 1997; Friedman et al., 
2004; Kopelman et al., 2006; Van Dijk et al., 2008; Van Kleef et al., 2004a; an 
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Kleef et al., 2004b). While this means that we need more research to dig deeper 
into and hopefully clarify these important social questions, there is room for us to 
start promoting some social change.  
For the last few decades, gender and negotiation have naturally focused on 
the gender differences in negotiation performance. Understanding such differences 
makes a lot of sense when we are bargaining and negotiators compete more than 
collaborate, as gender differences may at times give one gender an unfair edge over 
the other. Researchers in the gender and negotiation field have embraced the social 
responsibility to understand this gap and to help reduce it, including the gender 
salary gap or the relatively limited representation of women in leadership positions. 
While a commendable mission, I believe we are somewhat going about it the wrong 
way as we insist on a platform of negotiation through bargaining. We have been 
producing knowledge and thus teaching negotiators gender-based bargaining 
strategies or tricks to outdo their counterparties if they want to enhance their 
negotiation performance. Meanwhile, the negotiation literature has found that 
bargaining is a suboptimal, simplistic and adversarial negotiation approach when 
compared to more integrative and collaborative ways to negotiate. 
In my over 20 years of negotiation teaching and consulting experience, 
focused mainly on helping negotiators learn and deliver negotiation results through 
win-win methods, I have found that most negotiators, female or male alike, fail or 
underperform when adopting more collaborative approaches for lack of knowledge 
or training in how to perform them well. Together with a colleague, I conducted a 
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small survey to a mix of professional negotiators and MBA participants (N = 118). 
We found that roughly 80% of participants believed they negotiated collaboratively 
or win-win, when they were adopting accommodating strategies that mostly 
represented weak bargaining moves (Falcao & Komaromi, 2019). Not only that, 
but I also have seen in my professional experience that negotiators who adopted 
win-win approaches such as the principled approach from Fisher & Ury (1980) or 
one of its offshoots the value negotiation approach (Falcao, 2010), men and women 
alike significantly improved their negotiation performance and outcomes.  
While anecdotal, my experience suggests that insisting in researching, 
comparing, learning and then teaching gender bargaining differences may be less 
efficient or effective for negotiators and society as whole than researching, 
comparing, learning or at least teaching win-win negotiation methods to both 
genders. The current literature on gender and negotiation can already help as it has 
many findings that point towards negotiation advice that can significantly help one 
gender while not significantly hurting the other in any way. In other words, is it 
possible that are perpetuating gender stereotypes and overburdening female 
negotiators with an extra layer of gender-based negotiation advice? Could we 
instead direct our gender and negotiation research and teaching both genders to 
negotiate based on the advice of what works for both genders? If the advice only 
works for one gender, then could we check if such advice is at least neutral or non-
significant for the other gender? For example, while women may benefit from 
reducing negative emotion language in their negotiations to be able to claim more 
value, I cannot see why men cannot do the same. It does not seem to help or hurt 
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for male negotiators to reduce their negative emotion language when it comes to 
value claiming or creation, but it probably hurts the relationship and makes the 
negotiation process riskier (i.e., escalation). Future research could seek to validate 
further such negotiation patterns and begin a reframing of negotiation education for 
both genders. 
There will still be room for the study of gender differences, as I believe that 
it highlights relevant issues and that it helps researchers find new nuances that may 
help or hurt negotiators from one or even both genders. I also believe that this 
gender-collaborative focus can reduce the gender-adversarial lenses and force us to 
look in new directions as it may free us a bit from the more narrow and stereotypical 
dichotomy of male vs. female, baseline vs. variance gender, or even has it easy vs. 
suffers the double-bind. The social debate is also likely to become less politicized, 
emotional or radical, and give way to a scientifically-grounded debate as men and 
women together attempt to find better ways for negotiators to find solutions to 
difficult negotiation challenges, including gender-specific ones.  
After all, we are experiencing a feminization of management (Rudman & 
Glick, 1999) and the embracement of collaborative leadership and negotiation 
styles over the more limited command and control leadership or power-driven 
competitive negotiation strategies. Would such female-oriented gender strategies 
also not help men in such transition? In this wave of changes that include the 
#MeToo movement, feminization of management and growing efforts and 
increasing regulation for gender equality, ambiguity may be growing for men in the 
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workplace. Hence, knowing to negotiate to reduce ambiguity or gender triggers, 
being able to anticipate stereotype transgression or psychological reactance, 
knowing how to stereotype regenerate when we are negatively stereotyped, 
understanding the value of persistence, the risk of stereotype threats, role 
incongruence, double binds, backlash, all seem equally good advice for men in most 
negotiation scenarios that come to mind. This advice seems to generate positive 
returns, albeit at different degrees and at no significant risk to either gender. So why 
make them about women only as opposed to the mainstream negotiation advice? 
What will happen if we direct our future research to build a gender-neutral, high-
reward, low-risk system of negotiating? What might happen if we refocus towards 
promoting negotiations that deliver a fair, more unified and richer world? This may 
sound like a naïve call, but I prefer to argue that we never really gave this vision a 
true shot! 
8. Conclusion 
Our main finding is that when it comes to avoiding stereotype-based 
backlash, not displaying negative emotions is more important than displaying 
positive emotions for female negotiators. Additionally, dyad gender composition 
seems correlated with value creation, which may help remind negotiators to focus 
on maximizing joint value creation before turning to value claiming. These findings 
generate new insights into the relevance of emotion language and dyad composition 
in research on gender and negotiation as well as their practical implications for 
negotiation outcomes. 
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10. Supplements 
10.1. Supplement 1: Participant Information Sheet and 
Informed Consent Form (Online)   
SMU-IRB: Participant Information Sheet and Informed Consent Form (Hardcopy)   
 
The impact of positive words and gender on negotiation outcomes 
Horacio Falcão, Senior Affiliate Prof of Decision Sciences at INSEAD & PhD student in 
Business (General Management) at SMU 
________________________________________________________________________ 
CONSENT FORM 
Many thanks for participating in a study at the INSEAD Fontainebleau Campus. The 
principal researcher for today’s study is: Prof. Horacio Falcao 
(horacio.falcao@insead.edu or 6799-5132), a Senior Affiliate Prof of Decision Sciences 
at INSEAD & PhD student in Business (General Management) at SMU. 
 
In this study entitled “The impact of positive words and gender on negotiation 
outcomes”, you will be engaging in a negotiation role play with a classmate and then 
filling in an individual questionnaire where your negotiation outcome and 
demographic information will be collected. All the information collected will remain 
confidential. During your role play, you will audio record and capture your negotiation 
dialogue (spoken words). While participating in the role-play is a requirement for class 
purposes, the uploading of the audio/video recording and the filling in of the 
subsequent questionnaire are not. Independently of your choice to participate, you will 
be debriefed on the research details later on the week.  
 
Your participation will approximately take no more than 45 minutes, including reading 
and signing this form, filling in the outcome form and questionnaire and uploading your 
audio/video recording of your role-play to your assigned individual Dropbox folder.     
 
Our studies are purely for academic purposes. The results will be made available to 
the public in scientific journals. We do not conduct studies on behalf of private 
companies.   There are no risks involved in this study other than what you would 
encounter in daily life  
 
If you complete this study, you will receive a debriefing on the research being done, 
as well as references to related research if you are interested later in the week.  If you 
complete this study, you will receive aggregate feedback on how you can become a 
better negotiator. We will properly debrief this research and provide you the 
opportunity to request the final results of the study if you want. Because your responses 
are anonymous, we can only tell you general outcomes and are unable to report 
specific outcomes regarding your performance. Plus, you will learn more about 
negotiation research. The negotiation role play will be debriefed in class shortly after 
the exercise. The study is expected to contribute to scientific understanding of the role 
of positive language in negotiations. 
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Your participation in this study is voluntary. You are free to withdraw from the study 
without any penalty to you. You can withdraw from the study by telling the research 
assistant that you are choosing to not participate in the audio recording and completion 
of the exit questionnaire, or wish to withdraw your data for research purposes. 
Alternatively, you can later send an email to the primary researcher 
(horacio.falcao@insead.edu) at any point within the next two weeks from today. If you 
choose to withdraw, we will delete your part from the transcription of your negotiation, 
your questionnaire data if you happened to have filled it and your audio/video file 
immediately after. You will be able to skip questions in the questionnaire if you choose 
to participate but choose not to answer all the questions. Withdrawing from the 
research can be done without any penalty. Withdrawing can happen at any time for the 
next two weeks from today. After two weeks, the data will be made anonymous and we 
will not be able to trace and thus withdraw your data anymore. 
 
We would like to invite you to share your audio/video recording of your role play. If we 
are interested in using quotes or identifiable information, we will obtain your 
permission in advance.    Your data will remain completely CONFIDENTIAL and 
ANONYMOUS and will not be released in any way that can be linked to you. We will 
match the audio recordings of you and your counterpart with the outcomes of the role 
play with a unique code and not with any identifying information such as your name or 
any other INSEAD ID number that could lead back to you. We will ensure that the 
information you provide will be kept strictly confidential. 
 
Data from this study [INCLUDING AUDIO/VIDEO files] will be kept locked or password-
protected, and will be destroyed when no longer needed for research purposes. Data 
from this study will be double password-protected as each file will have its own 
password and the files will be stored in a password-protected cloud storage. The 
questionnaires will be destroyed immediately after the data is entered in a master file. 
Prof Horacio Falcao and his co-investigators will be the only ones with access to the raw 
data. The co-investigators, including prof. Uhlmann, will only be given such access 
after the course grading is over. 
 
Your decision to participate, decline, or withdraw from participation will have no 
adverse effect on your status at or future relations with INSEAD. To ensure that your 
choice is completely voluntary and it will in no way impact your participation in the 
Organizational Behavior course, Prof. Uhlmann will be the one describing the study, 
but the collection of the informed consent forms will be confidential, so that the 
professor has no direct contact with the students to avoid identification. Then, a 
research assistant will be the one collecting all the data and s/he will only provide it to 
the primary researcher, Prof. Falcão, thus not impacting your evaluation in the OB 
course in any way or form. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a participant in this 
research study and wish to contact someone unaffiliated with the research team, please 
feel free to contact Hoai Huong NGO from the INSEAD-Sorbonne University Behavioural 
Lab at hoaihuong.ngo@insead.edu or +33 1 43 25 26 55 or contact the SMU Institutional 
Review Board Secretariat at irb@smu.edu.sg or + 65 68281925. Please provide the title 
of the Research Study (The impact of positive words and gender on negotiation 
outcomes) and the name of the Principal Investigator (Horacio Falcao), or, for 
contacting SMU, please also quote the IRB approval number (…….). 
 
Principal Investigator’s Declaration: 
 
I have explained and defined in detail the research procedures in which the participant 
(or legal representative) has consented to participate.  
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I also declare that the data collected for this research study will be handled as stated 
above.  
 
 
 
Horacio Falcao____________________________________                  
_______________________ 
Principal Investigator’s Name and Signature:                                                   Date: 
 
I declare being at least 18 years old and accept of free will, after having read and fully 
understood the above paragraphs, to participate in the study.    
 
DATE:  
 
NAME: 
 
SIGNATURE:  
 
[IF STUDY IS ONLINE]: Click YES or NO. 
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10.2. Supplement 2: The Player role-play 
The Player1 
Role of the DIRECTOR  
You are a talented and well-known Hollywood directing team. You are very much 
in demand right now, especially after two big commercial and critical successes in 
your last two films, one of which received an Academy Award nomination, while 
the other won a Golden Globe Award. Your next movie will be a romantic thriller, 
the plot of which could be described as something like Titanic meets The Da Vinci 
Code. You have approached National Artists Productions (NAP) with the idea, and 
they have agreed to produce the picture as long as you and the new production team 
(with whom you will be negotiating) can agree on the terms of the deal. 
You would like to establish a good working relationship with NAP and want to 
reach an agreement with the producers. At the same time, as you can see from the 
attached preference schedule, your goal is to be paid commensurate with your 
talents and to obtain sufficient resources to make a great film.  
You care a lot about making this film right.  Although your last two movies went 
significantly over budget, you feel that their success at the box office, awards, and 
critical acclaim justified the overruns. You can better contain costs by retaining 
greater control over as many production elements as possible.  
Your goal is to reach what you believe is a satisfactory agreement with the 
production team. There are seven issues you will be negotiating: 
1. Director’s Salary:  In your last film, you were paid $1,000,000 total for your 
team.  That film became a particularly hit, catapulting you into the first-tier of 
hot new directors in Hollywood. Salary is status in Hollywood, and you would 
like your salary to reflect your new status; thus, you will be demanding more 
for this film. 
2. Male lead:  Getting a good box office star is critical for you, both in terms of 
the success of the film, and in demonstrating your drawing power as directors. 
If you can get someone like Leonardo DiCaprio, then the Hollywood 
                                                 
1 Written by Holly Schroth and Rod Kramer, adapted by Professors William Maddux and 
Roderick Swaab. 
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community will know you are a “player” and sit up and take notice. DiCaprio 
is also proven in a range of genres, making him as close to a sure thing as there 
is in Hollywood these days. Matthew McConaughey would work, too. 
Although he used to only do formulaic romantic comedies, they have done 
consistently well, and his newer indie films and appearances on well-regarded 
TV series have been very impressive. He also has a ‘look’ you think is right for 
the movie. Denzel Washington is a versatile, highly respected actor, though his 
recent films have been fairly mediocre compared to his earlier work. Johnny 
Depp is very charismatic, but you also have reservations about him since his 
last few films were not considered big box office successes, and he is known to 
be eccentric and difficult at times. There is no denying that Bradley Cooper has 
appeal these days, especially given the recent success of Silver Linings 
Playbook and American Sniper. But you want a star who can play a more 
physical role that he typically does, someone who has the proven ability to bring 
in blockbuster-type audiences.   
3. Female Lead:  This film calls for an actress with an athletic look and 
psychological toughness. Although she is not yet known for these types of 
movies, you think Natalie Portman would be perfect for what you are looking 
for in this role, especially given her start turn in the psychological thriller Swan 
Lake, and she is your first choice. Given her role in Charlie’s Angels, Cameron 
Diaz has the right look and attitude, though she is now a bit older than ideal. 
Angelina Jolie would also fit the part and has as much name recognition as 
anyone, but you are concerned that she has become more outspoken in her 
political views, which may alienate some of her fan base or unnecessarily 
politicize your film. Megan Fox would be a good choice as well given her 
stunning looks, but has earned a reputation as being difficult to work with. 
Though a talented actress with box office appeal, you are not sure that Scarlett 
Johansson is sporty enough for this role. 
4. Director’s Bonus (% of the gross):  You expect this film to be a hit.  
Accordingly, if you can share in the profits—as represented by the percentage 
of the gross—you have a chance to really make a lot of money and gain the 
clout you think you truly deserve. 
5. Location:  Great locations add a lot to the box office luster of a big film. Ideally, 
you would like to get as many locations as you can since you envision this as 
an action movie that spans the globe. You want the movie to have a pricey 
“blockbuster” look and feel to it on the screen, and you don’t see how it can be 
done by skimping on locations. 
6. Editorial Control:  Editorial control concerns who has responsibility for 
editing the film, once it is in the “can” and in post-production. From a director’s 
standpoint, control is critical. You would like to have full editorial control, 
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including responsibility for the “final cut.”  You expect that the studio will want 
some say in the editing, but you would prefer to minimize their involvement if 
they insist on it.  In your view, producers have no training in this area; they 
don’t always understand aesthetic issues, such as pace and thematic 
development.  Besides, input from too many diverse minds can really screw a 
film up in your view. 
7. Child Star: Dakota Fanning is the “hot” child actor right now, having been in 
several top movies recently as well as having been nominated for some awards. 
And she has that great ‘innocent’ look necessary for the role. Emma Roberts, 
Julia’s niece, is an up-and-coming actress. She has experience in major films, 
to go with talent and a family name. But she is not yet particularly well known, 
though you think this movie fits her abilities well. Selena Gomez is a good 
choice as well. However, her acting on the big screen has not yet included any 
serious roles and you are worried her skills may be overtaxed in this type of 
film. Abigail Breslin, of Little Miss Sunshine, would be a good fit, but you are 
concerned that she has not much of an established fan base. Emma Watson, of 
Harry Potter fame, is an excellent actress both on screen and on stage. However, 
you are concerned that she has already transitioned from child to adult actor. 
Since this is a complex negotiation, on the next page is a ‘scoring system’ you have 
developed to keep track of the value of each issue to you and your relative priorities 
(for purposes of this exercise, you may not settle on a level that is not included on 
the next page). The points assigned to each option indicate the amount of points 
(i.e., the overall value) that portion of the agreement is worth to you. Thus, you 
should try to get an agreement that gives you the most number of points. Note that 
you have already talked with another producer team, and you have a tentative 
agreement in place with them that is worth 1000 points to you. However, because 
you have a preference for working with such a prestigious company like NAP, you 
would be willing to accept any deal that gives you at least 750 points. 
DO NOT AT ANY TIME TELL THE OTHER NEGOTIATIORS HOW MANY 
POINTS YOU ARE GETTING. ALSO, DO NOT LET THE OTHER 
NEGOTIATORS SEE YOUR POINT SCHEDULE. THIS INFORMATION IS 
FOR YOUR EYES ONLY. 
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DIRECTOR’S ISSUE CHART (WITH PROFIT POINTS IN PARENTHESES) 
You cannot show these profit points to the other side.  
ALTERNATIVE PAYOFF  ALTERNATIVE PAYOFF 
1. Director Base Salary  5. Location 
$3,000,000 -6000  Shanghai 0 
$4,000,000 -4500  Shanghai, Mumbai 250 
$5,000,000 -3000  Shanghai, Mumbai, Bali 500 
$6,000,000 -1500  Shanghai, Zurich, Mumbai, Bali 750 
$7,000,000 0  Shanghai, Zurich, Mumbai, Bali, Sydney 1000 
2. Male Lead  6. Editorial Control 
Bradley Cooper 0  NAP gets unilateral editorial control 0 
Johnny Depp  900  NAP has majority control 800 
Denzel Washington 1800  NAP shares equally in all editing 1600 
Matthew McConaughey 2700  NAP has limited editorial rights 2400 
Leonardo DiCaprio 3600  NAP has minimal say in editing 3200 
3. Female Lead  7. Child Star 
Scarlett Johansson 0  Dakota Fanning 0 
Megan Fox 300  Emma Roberts -600 
Angelina Jolie 600  Selena Gomez -1200 
Cameron Diaz 900  Abigail Breslin -1800 
Natalie Portman 1200  Emma Watson -2400 
4. Director Bonus: % Gross  
0% 0  
3% 600  
6% 1200  
9% 1800  
12% 2400  
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The Player1 
Role of the PRODUCER 
You are the production team at National Arts Productions (NAP), a major film 
studio in Hollywood. You will be negotiating with a young, enormously successful 
Hollywood directing team, which has approached NAP with an idea for a new 
movie. The proposed movie is a romantic thriller, with a Titanic meets The Da 
Vinci Code feel. With this team directing, the movie could be a very big box-office 
hit. NAP has decided to produce the picture, as long as it can be done under terms 
you feel are satisfactory. You are meeting with the directors to negotiate the terms 
of the picture deal. 
The outcome of this negotiation is very important to you, since this is the first major 
motion picture deal you have worked on since you were promoted to positions 
where you can do these kinds of deals. You would like, if at all possible, to reach 
an agreement so that the directing team does not take his/her film to another studio.   
At the same time, you can see from the attached preference schedule, your goal is 
to contain the costs on the production and also retain some control over the major 
production and creative elements.   
You already know that this directing team, while talented, has gone significantly 
over budget on their last two movies. Although those pictures were very successful, 
commercially and critically, the overruns were viewed as a serious problem by 
insiders. Thus, although you very much want to work with this team, you must 
make sure that the agreement makes financial sense. 
Your goal is to reach what you believe is a satisfactory agreement with the directing 
team. There are seven issues you will be negotiating: 
1. Director’s Salary:  This refers to the base salary that you agree to pay the 
director.  Obviously, the lower the salary, the better from the studio’s point of 
view. The team’s total salary on their last film was $1,000,000, but you expect 
them to ask for significantly more given recent successes.  
2. Male lead:  You most prefer Silver Linings Playbook and American Sniper 
leading man Bradley Cooper. Nominated for Oscars the last three years, he is 
                                                 
1 Written by Holly Schroth and Rod Kramer, adapted by Professors William Maddux and 
Roderick Swaab. 
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now bankable among both male and female audiences after having made a 
hugely successful transition to serious roles. You are convinced that getting him 
on board will give your movie the buzz you’re looking for. Johnny Depp is 
attractive as well, given his creative versatility in both smaller movies and 
blockbusters. Denzel Washington is very talented, but you think he may be past 
his peak, and you also have reservations about him being a big enough box 
office draw at this stage in his career. You like Matthew McConaughey a lot, 
but you are not convinced of his fit for this type of film, and anyway he is 
contracted to promote another film while this one is in production, making it 
somewhat difficult to get him. Although a proven actor in nearly every genre 
(action, romance, drama), Leonardo DiCaprio is becoming somewhat 
overexposed and will be very expensive. 
3. Female Lead:  Even more critical for the movie is the choice for female lead. 
You think this type of film really needs an actress with an exotic, sexy look and 
a psychological toughness to be able carry the big scenes and make the stunts 
believable. Scarlett Johansson is a terrific actress, having won plenty of critical 
acclaim for her work in smaller movies, but with versatility to carry bigger 
movies as well. As her role in Transformers showed, Megan Fox is both athletic 
enough and has the toughness required, as well as a unique look that will help 
attract young adult males. Angelina Jolie would also fit the part and has as much 
name recognition as anyone, but you are concerned that she has become more 
outspoken in her political views, which may alienate some of her fan base or 
unnecessarily politicize your film. Cameron Diaz could certainly pull off the 
part if required, although this would have been easier several years back in her 
Charlie’s Angels days. You worry that Natalie Portman will be too expensive, 
and does not have a much of a track record with these types of films. 
4. Director’s Bonus (% of the gross):  This is the director’s participation in the 
profits. If the film is successful, this can be a huge amount of money. Your 
studio has little precedent for giving large bonuses to directors. 
5. Location:  Locations are important, but they can send the costs of production 
skyrocketing, not a good thing given the directing team’s history of cost 
overruns. You believe that this film can be shot around the Shanghai area only, 
supplemented by great Hollywood sets. The proposed film has action sequences 
in a number of international locations, but you believe the city provides the 
requisite sites necessary for the outdoor scenes in the movie.  
6. Editorial Control:  Editorial control concerns who has responsibility for 
editing the film, once it is in the “can” and in post-production. This includes the 
right to make the “final cut.” Editorial control is a pretty important issue to you. 
Some directors spend months editing a film and it is enormously costly to the 
studio. You prefer to have the editing rights.   
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7. Child Star: Dakota Fanning is the “hot” child actor right now, having been in 
several top movies recently as well as having been nominated for some awards. 
And she has that great ‘innocent’ look necessary for the role. Emma Roberts, 
Julia’s niece, is an up-and-coming actress. She has experience in major films, 
to go with talent and a family name. But she is not yet particularly well known, 
though you think this movie fits her abilities well. Selena Gomez is a good 
choice as well. However, her acting on the big screen has not yet included any 
serious roles and you are worried her skills may be overtaxed in this kind of 
film. Abigail Breslin, of Little Miss Sunshine, would be a good fit, but you are 
concerned that she has not much of an established fan base. Emma Watson, of 
Harry Potter fame, is an excellent actor both on screen and on stage.  However, 
you are concerned that she has already transitioned from child to adult actor. 
Since this is a complex negotiation, on the next page is a ‘scoring system’ you have 
developed to keep track of the value of each issue to you and your relative priorities 
(for purposes of this exercise, you may not settle on a level that is not included on 
the next page).  The points assigned to each option indicate the amount of points 
(i.e., the overall value) that portion of the agreement is worth to you.  Thus, you 
should try to get an agreement that gives you the most number of points. Note that 
you have already talked with another director team about doing a different movie, 
and you have a tentative agreement in place with them that is worth 1000 points to 
you. However, because you really believe in this director team and their movie, you 
would be willing to accept any deal that gives you at least 750 points. 
DO NOT AT ANY TIME TELL THE OTHER NEGOTIATIORS HOW MANY 
POINTS YOU ARE GETTING. ALSO, DO NOT LET THE OTHER 
NEGOTIATORS SEE YOUR POINT SCHEDULE. THIS INFORMATION IS 
FOR YOUR EYES ONLY. 
  
SMU LKCSB PhD in Business (General Management) PhD Dissertation 
By Horacio Falcão March 1, 2019 210 
 
PRODUCER’S ISSUE CHART (WITH PROFIT POINTS IN PARENTHESES) 
You cannot show these profit points to the other side. 
ALTERNATIVE PAYOFF  ALTERNATIVE PAYOFF 
1. Director Base Salary  5. Location 
$3,000,000 0  Shanghai 3200 
$4,000,000 -1500  Shanghai, Mumbai 2400 
$5,000,000 -3000  Shanghai, Mumbai, Bali 1600 
$6,000,000 -4500  Shanghai, Zurich, Mumbai, Bali 800 
$7,000,000 -6000  Shanghai, Zurich, Mumbai, Bali, Sydney 0 
2. Male Lead  6. Editorial Control 
Bradley Cooper 1200  NAP gets unilateral editorial control 1000 
Johnny Depp  900  NAP has majority control 750 
Denzel Washington 600  NAP shares equally in all editing 500 
Matthew McConaughey 300  NAP has limited editorial rights 250 
Leonardo DiCaprio 0  NAP has minimal say in editing 0 
3. Female Lead  7. Child Star 
Scarlett Johansson 3600  Dakota Fanning 0 
Megan Fox 2700  Emma Roberts -600 
Angelina Jolie 1800  Selena Gomez -1200 
Cameron Diaz 900  Abigail Breslin -1800 
Natalie Portman 0  Emma Watson -2400 
4. Director Bonus: % Gross  
0% 2400  
3% 1800  
6% 1200  
9% 600  
12% 0  
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10.3. Supplement 3: The Player Role-play – Recording 
Instruction 
Welcome to the ‘The Player’ Role Play! For this negotiation exercise, you are 
required to record and capture your negotiation dialogue (spoken words). It is 
expected that the role play will last approximately 30 minutes, which will then be 
followed with a 10mins questionnaire. 
Before you start your negotiation and recording, do ensure the following: 
1. Choose a quiet place with little to no background noise (e.g. closed BoR or 
interview room) for your negotiation.  
2. Always test sound on your recording equipment (mobile phone or laptop) 
before starting your negotiation exercise. Be sure that both yours and your 
counter-party’s voices can be heard clearly before proceeding to record. 
3. For mobile phone recording, please: 
a. Ensure that recordings are not interrupted by incoming calls or alerts 
by keeping your phone on the ‘Airplane’ mode or for iPhone users 
– the ‘Do Not Disturb” mode (choose the settings to ‘Always’ 
instead of ‘Only when iPhone is locked’). Do remember to return to 
the normal mode once you have finished your recording/negotiation. 
b. Ensure that the phone is near to both parties, preferably levelled 
with your mouths so that audio captured is clear and loud enough 
(you can try placing the phone on top of a stack of books).  
4. Similarly, for laptop recording, please: 
a. Turn off all sound and alert notifications, background apps, 
firewall and antivirus to ensure no interferences can occur and that 
maximum resources are available for a smooth recording.  
b. While your firewall and antivirus are disabled, it is advisable to 
temporarily disconnect from any internet connections when 
working with audio. This will also make sure that no network 
adapters are conflicting with any audio. 
After you have finished recording your negotiation, please: 
1. Save the audio/video file as follows: LastNameFirstName_Sect (e.g. 
SmithJohn_E7) 
2. Complete your online exit questionnaire via the link below: 
3. Upload your file via the given Dropbox link or if that fails, send to or share 
it with sharmilah@reach.coach and the respective OB1 FA(s). 
SMU LKCSB PhD in Business (General Management) PhD Dissertation 
By Horacio Falcão March 1, 2019 212 
 
Recommended Audio/Video recorder programmes 
You can use your laptop’s webcam or your smart phones to capture your roleplay.  
a. Always TEST SOUND AND/OR PICTURE FIRST. 
b. For video recording, where possible, please select low resolution recording 
settings in order to minimize the size of the file that you will need to upload 
(preferably a 320x240 format). 
c. For audio recording, where possible, please select sample rate of 44Khz 
(CD Quality) in a high-quality MP3 format. 
d. File size: Preferably less than 2GB  
Here are some recommended programmes/app for recording. 
For Mobile phones: 
 Voice Memo app in iPhones (pre-installed) 
o Simply open the app & click on the button to start recording. 
o Once you have finished negotiating, click on the button again to stop 
recording and click on the ‘Done’ icon next to the button. 
o You can then save the audio file as LastNameFirstName_Sect and 
upload to the Dropbox link or share/send it accordingly. 
 Voice Recorder app in Samsung phones (pre-installed)  
o Simply open the app & click on the button to start recording. 
o Once you have finished negotiating, click on the button again to stop 
recording and click on the ‘Done’ icon next to the button. 
o You can then save the audio file as LastNameFirstName_Sect and 
upload to the Dropbox link or share/send it accordingly. 
 Audio Recorder or Titanium Recorder for Android phones  
o Download and install the free app via the respective App store 
o Open the app and click on the 3 dots to display ‘Settings’ option. 
o Choose ‘Audio Quality’ and look for ‘Sample rate’, click on it and 
choose ‘CD quality (44Khz). 
o Then choose ‘High Quality (MP3)’ as your Encoding format. 
o Once the settings are done, click on the ‘Back’ button until you see 
the blue microphone. Click on that to start recording. 
o To end the recording, click on the square button at the bottom right 
of your screen. 
o The recorded file is now saved in the ‘Recorder’ folder in your 
phone. Rename the file correctly upload to the Dropbox link or 
share/send it accordingly. 
For Laptops: 
 Camera app in Windows 10 (pre-installed app) 
o Simply open the app & click on the ‘wheel’ to display Settings. 
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o Choose the smallest ‘Video Recording’ format (usually 
848x480/30fps). 
o Once you are ready to record, click on the Video recorder icon.  
o Click on the button to stop recording. The recorded file will be saved 
to your CameraRoll folder (most likely in your Pictures or Videos 
folder). 
o Rename the file as LastNameFirstName_Sect and upload to the 
Dropbox link or share/send it accordingly. 
 QuickTime for Mac users 
o Open the programme and choose New Audio Recording. 
o Click on the Options tab & choose ‘High Quality’ and adjust the 
volume control to hear the audio you’re recording. 
o Click the Record button to start recording and Stop button to stop 
the recording. 
o Save the file as LastNameFirstName_Sect and upload to the 
Dropbox link or share/send it accordingly. 
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10.4. Supplement 4: Individual Online Exit 
Questionnaire (Qualtrics) 
Welcome to this survey. We now have a few questions about the negotiation you 
just completed. 
name_self What is your name? 
name_counterpart What is the name of your negotiation counterpart? 
 
role What was your role in this negotiation? 
 director (1) or producer (2) 
dealintro What is your final negotiated deal? Please indicate your final deal on each 
of the issues listed below: 
dealpay Director Base Salary: 
 $3,000,000 (1); $4,000,000 (2); $5,000,000 (3); $6,000,000 (4); $7,000,000 (5) 
dealmale Male Lead: 
 Bradley Cooper (1); Johnny Depp (2); Denzel Washington (3); Matthew 
McConaughey (4); Leonardo DiCaprio (5) 
dealfemale Female Lead: 
 Scarlett Johansson (1); Megan Fox (2); Angelina Jolie (3); Cameron Diaz (4); 
Natalie Portman (5) 
dealbonus Director Bonus: % Gross: 
 0% (1); 3% (2); 6% (3); 9% (4); 12% (5) 
deallocation Location: 
 Shanghai (1); Shanghai, Mumbai (2); Shanghai, Mumbai, Bali (3); Shanghai, 
Zurich, Mumbai, Bali (4); Shanghai, Zurich, Mumbai, Bali, Sydney (5) 
dealcontrol Editorial Control: 
 NAP gets unilateral editorial control (1); NAP has majority control (2); NAP 
shares equally in all editing (3); NAP has limited editorial rights (4); NAP has 
minimal say in editing (5) 
dealchild Child Star: 
 Dakota Fanning (1); Emma Roberts (2); Selena Gomez (3); Abigail Breslin (4); 
Emma Watson (5) 
We would now like to collect some general information about you. 
Your gender is: 
 Male (0) or Female (1) 
How old are you in years? Please only enter numbers in the field below. 
What country were you born in? 
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 Afghanistan (1) until Zimbabwe (1357) 
 Others (196) 
Is English your native language? 
 Yes (1) or No (2) 
What is your native language? 
How long (in years) have you been speaking English for? Please only enter numbers 
in the field below. 
Your ethnicity is: 
 White (1); Asian (2); Latino (3); Black (4); Indian (5); Other (6) 
The educational level of your most highly educated parent is: 
 No formal education (1); Completed primary/elementary school only (2); 
Completed secondary school/high school (3); Some University/College (4); 
Completed undergraduate University/College degree (5); Completed advanced 
University/College degree (Masters, PhD...) (6) 
Finally, any last comments you would like to share? 
 
Explanation of the general research field of study 
In this study we're interested in how gender and the use of positive words impact 
negotiation outcomes. You can find more information about the study here: 
 Eagly, A. H., & Johnson, B. T. (1990). Gender and leadership style: A meta-
analysis. Psychological bulletin, 108(2), 233. 
 Swaab, R.I., Maddux, W., & Sinaceur, M. (2011). Early words that work: 
When and how virtual linguistic mimicry facilitates negotiation outcomes. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47, 616-621. 
 Brescoll, V. L., & Uhlmann, E. L. (2008). Can an angry woman get ahead? 
Status conferral, gender, and expression of emotion in the workplace. 
Psychological science, 19(3), 268-275. 
 Brescoll, V. L., Dawson, E., & Uhlmann, E. L. (2010). Hard won and easily 
lost: The fragile status of leaders in gender-stereotype-incongruent 
occupations. Psychological Science, 21(11), 1640-1642. 
If you have further questions, you can contact: Horacio Falcao 
(horacio.falcao@insead.edu or 6799-5132).  
 
Short bio of the researcher:  Horacio Falcão is a Senior Affiliate Professor of 
Decision Sciences at INSEAD, where he teaches and researches on Negotiation 
Sciences, while also directing the INSEAD executive education Negotiation 
Dynamics programme. He is the creator of the Value Negotiation system: a 
strategic and flexible approach to negotiation designed to maximize rewards at 
minimum risk in an international and complex world. He is also the founding 
partner of Value Negotiation Co, where he has been for over 15 years delivering 
negotiation consulting and coaching to different kinds of transactions in the private 
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and public sectors. In 2010, Horacio published his book: Value Negotiation: How 
to Finally Get the Win-Win Right.   
 
Martin Schweinsberg is an Assistant Professor of Organisational Behaviour at 
INSEAD where he teaches Negotiations and general management in the MBA, PhD 
and executive programs. Martin also teaches at the Sorbonne and has received the 
Dean's Commendation for Excellence in MBA teaching at INSEAD. In one line of 
research Martin's research seeks to explain how negotiators can create and claim 
more value and how they can avoid impasses. In a second line of research Martin 
examines competitions for social status. Martin’s dissertation examined the 
systematic errors people make in their pursuit of higher status and asks specifically 
whether and why people overestimate their happiness after gaining status. Martin 
also works on improving the reproducibility of science as shown in a paper 
forthcoming in JESP. Martin obtained his PhD from London Business School and 
also holds a M.Sc. (cum laude) and a B.Sc. (with honours, cum laude) in 
Psychology from the University of Amsterdam. 
 
Eric Luis Uhlmann conducts research on stereotyping and discrimination, moral 
judgments and behaviors, and cross-cultural differences in values. His co-authored 
papers with his many wonderful collaborators have appeared in outlets such as 
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, the Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, Perspectives on Psychological Science, the Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology, Cognition, Organizational Research Methods, the 
Journal of Organizational Behavior, and Psychological Science. Eric's teaching 
interests include organisational behaviour, negotiation, influence and persuasion, 
cross cultural management, judgment and decision making, leadership, business 
ethics, and managerial and organizational cognition, among others. He received a 
PhD in social psychology from Yale University in 2006 and was a postdoctoral 
research associate at the Kellogg School of Management. Prior to joining INSEAD 
he was a faculty member at HEC Paris. At INSEAD he teaches Organisational 
Behaviour.  
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10.5. Supplement 5: Debriefing for study on the impact 
of positive words and gender on negotiation 
This study was an experiment on how positive words used by men and women in a 
negotiation may impact the process differently when they engage in value creation 
or value claiming. Several studies point to the difference between the performance 
of men and women in management and negotiations and how different moves may 
work well for one gender and not for the other. In particular, there is research 
indicating that men can manage using both democratic and autocratic style, but that 
women is significantly less successful when trying to use the autocratic style 
without the use of social softeners. 
One specific hypothesis not yet tested is if the use of positive words in a negotiation 
impacts the negotiators’ ability to create value and to claim value when moderated 
by gender, ie, if men and women have statistically different success in the use of 
positive words to either increase the pie (value creation) or get their fair share (value 
claiming). Our working hypothesis is that the use of positive words improves value 
creation for both men and women, but when it comes to value claiming, the use of 
positive words only improves performance for women. We would like to see if 
these hypotheses might be true and, if so, what would the size of the difference be. 
So in this experiment we randomly allocated you to negotiate the Players case and 
everyone received the same role-play, either director or producer. Everything else 
was exactly the same. We asked you to audio record your negotiation because we 
need to transcribe it so that we can run a sentiment analysis on the transcription of 
your negotiation dialogue through LIWC2015. This software analysis the words 
used under several categories and indicates the frequency of used of words that 
could be considered positive in a dialogue.  
We also asked you to fill in a questionnaire for us to capture your outcome so that 
we can measure how much value was created in the negotiation and how much was 
claimed. Also knowing your gender as per the questionnaire and that of your 
counterparty, we are able to measure if your use of positive words moderated by 
your gender had a positive impact on your ability to create or claim value in the 
negotiation. 
We anticipate that women need to use positive words in the more competitive value 
claiming phase of a negotiation to avoid any relationship backlash and increased 
resistance to her demands by the counterparty. Since men are expected to be more 
aggressive or assertive, there is less of a backlash effect when they behave as 
expected. However, since women are less expected to act aggressively, if they do 
so during the value claiming phase of a negotiation, which would be natural to do, 
it is still seen as a social role transgression which the counterparty will be likely to 
react negatively. As such, women who continue to use positive words during the 
value claiming phase are more likely to avoid such backlash or resistance as they 
are tempering their more aggressive or assertive behavior. By complying with 
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social expectations, women who use positive words during value claiming are more 
likely to get what they want. We did not disclose the full information about the 
research purpose and procedures upfront because by doing so, it may bias your 
responses and affect the validity of the results. 
You can find more information about the study here:  
• Eagly, A. H., & Johnson, B. T. (1990). Gender and leadership style: A meta-
analysis. Psychological bulletin, 108(2), 233.  
• Swaab, R.I., Maddux, W., & Sinaceur, M. (2011). Early words that work: 
When and how virtual linguistic mimicry facilitates negotiation outcomes. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47, 616-621.  
• Brescoll, V. L., & Uhlmann, E. L. (2008). Can an angry woman get ahead? 
Status conferral, gender, and expression of emotion in the workplace. 
Psychological science, 19(3), 268-275.  
• Brescoll, V. L., Dawson, E., & Uhlmann, E. L. (2010). Hard won and easily 
lost: The fragile status of leaders in gender-stereotype-incongruent 
occupations. Psychological Science, 21(11), 1640-1642.  
Please contact Prof. Horacio Falcão (horacio.falcao@insead.edu) if you have any 
questions regarding this study or if you would like to withdraw from the study 
(within 2 weeks after your completion of the research study). If you wish to ask 
questions regarding your rights as a research participant, feel free to contact the 
SMU IRB (irb@smu.edu.sg or +65 6828-1925). 
Short bio of the researchers:  
• Horacio Falcão is a Senior Affiliate Professor of Decision Sciences at 
INSEAD, where he teaches and researches on Negotiation Sciences, while 
also directing the INSEAD executive education Negotiation Dynamics 
programme. He is the creator of the Value Negotiation system: a strategic 
and flexible approach to negotiation designed to maximize rewards at 
minimum risk in an international and complex world. He is also the 
founding partner of Value Negotiation Co, where he has been for over 15 
years delivering negotiation consulting and coaching to different kinds of 
transactions in the private and public sectors. In 2010, Horacio published 
his book: Value Negotiation: How to Finally Get the Win-Win Right.  
• Martin Schweinsberg is an Assistant Professor of Organisational Behaviour 
at ESMT where he teaches Negotiations and general management in the 
MBA, PhD and executive programs. Martin also taught at the Sorbonne and 
has received the Dean's Commendation for Excellence in MBA teaching at 
INSEAD. In one line of research Martin's research seeks to explain how 
negotiators can create and claim more value and how they can avoid 
impasses. In a second line of research Martin examines competitions for 
social status. Martin’s dissertation examined the systematic errors people 
make in their pursuit of higher status and asks specifically whether and why 
people overestimate their happiness after gaining status. Martin also works 
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on improving the reproducibility of science as shown in a paper forthcoming 
in JESP. Martin obtained his PhD from London Business School and also 
holds a M.Sc. (cum laude) and a B.Sc. (with honours, cum laude) in 
Psychology from the University of Amsterdam.  
• Eric Luis Uhlmann conducts research on stereotyping and discrimination, 
moral judgments and behaviors, and cross-cultural differences in values. 
His co-authored papers with his many wonderful collaborators have 
appeared in outlets such as Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, the Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Perspectives 
on Psychological Science, the Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 
Cognition, Organizational Research Methods, the Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, and Psychological Science. Eric's teaching interests include 
organisational behaviour, negotiation, influence and persuasion, cross 
cultural management, judgment and decision making, leadership, business 
ethics, and managerial and organizational cognition, among others. He 
received a PhD in social psychology from Yale University in 2006 and was 
a postdoctoral research associate at the Kellogg School of Management. 
Prior to joining INSEAD, he was a faculty member at HEC Paris. At 
INSEAD he teaches Organisational Behaviour.  
THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR CO-OPERATION 
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